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Abstract 
More than ninety per cent of projects are run by project teams and the stronger the team 
the more likely the project will succeed. Team building activities are performed to both 
increase team performance and to enhance the likelihood of project success. The 
literature, while describing and proposing a multitude of team building activities, fails to 
clearly identify the association of these activities with increased project success and 
how they are implemented on successful projects. The future of business project 
management lies in teamwork; the question is not whether teams should be used and 
what tasks they should perform, but how teams can better accomplish projects. There is 
no agreement on the team building activities that need to be utilised or those that have 
the most impact on project success. 
For the purpose of this study, information technology (IT) business projects were 
chosen as IT is a major driving force in business today and there is widespread 
dissatisfaction with the performance of IT business projects. In analysing the causes of 
dissatisfaction, increasingly researchers are recognising that technology is a secondary 
issue behind the human side of project team management. Business projects were 
chosen because increasingly IT is being used in the business environment to solve 
problems in the post-industrial era characterised by the service industry, while the 
manufacturing industry, from which much of the project literature has emerged, 
reduces. The importance of the project team in developing IT business projects is well 
recognised and managers are concerned about their ability to transform an ad-hoc 
collection of people assigned to a particular project into a coherent, integrated project 
team. In most cases the activities recommended to build a successful IT business project 
team have been theoretically based, rather than empirically founded.  
The goal of this research was to investigate the team building activities used on 
successful projects, and to assist in the achievement of project success measures 
including the traditional measures of time, cost and scope. To achieve this goal, the 
research defines the key measures of project success and establishes their relative 
importance; determines the most important team building activities for project success 
with experienced project managers; enhances the understanding of implementation of 
team building activities on successful projects; and provides suggestions on how to 
increase the likelihood of project success through focusing on team building activities as 
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in part providing team leadership and direction, growing the project team and 
organising support for the project team. The research used the analytic hierarchy 
process (AHP) to develop a hierarchical model linking project success measures with 
team building activities. Confirmation of the AHP results and additional understanding 
of team building activities implementation was achieved by interviewing experienced 
project managers. Thematic analysis was used to analyse interview responses. 
The research found that customer satisfaction, although seldom used, was significantly 
more important as a project success measure than the three measures most often used — 
time, budget and scope. To create customer satisfaction, people management, although 
not a major focus of most project methodologies, was significantly more important than 
project design and definition and achieving organisational support. As identified by 
project managers, the most important team building activities for achieving customer 
satisfaction and effective people management are team leadership; ensuring senior 
management support; staffing the team properly; planning the project with the team and 
empowering team members; building commitment among team members; developing 
strong communication channels and developing appropriate organisational interfaces. 
These activities were offered rather than other frequently suggested team building 
activities such as holding team building sessions, team bonus schemes and defining the 
team structure. The findings indicated the importance of creating relationships to 
achieve effective people management and customer satisfaction rather than, as most 
project methodologies do, focusing on task completion. The benefits of creating 
effective relationships include obtaining management support for the project and team 
members capable of completing the project. 
The research findings on team building activities will enable project leaders on IT 
business projects to develop empowered project teams with stronger affiliations and 
support throughout the organisation. By empowering project teams to create effective 
internal and external relationships there will be fewer project failures, increased 
customer satisfaction and improved achievement of project success. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 
This thesis examined the implementation of the most important team building activities 
(TBAs) for project success. No definitive list of TBAs existed in the literature reviewed, 
or an agreed method of implementing the most important TBAs required for project 
success. This chapter presents the background to the study, specifies the problem being 
addressed, describes its significance, and presents an overview of the methodology 
utilised. The chapter concludes by noting the limitations of the study, defining some 
special terms used and outlining the subsequent chapters of the thesis. 
1.1 Background 
For the purpose of this study, IT business projects (projects) were chosen as the research 
setting for several reasons. First, IT is the major force driving business in post-industrial 
society and therefore, provides an appropriate setting to look at team building (Thite 
1997). Second, there is widespread dissatisfaction with the performance of projects and 
while analysing the cause of this failure, researchers are increasingly recognising that 
technical issues are secondary behind the human side of project team management 
(Standish Group 2005). Third, business projects were chosen because increasingly IT is 
being used in the business environment to solve business problems as part of the post-
industrial era where the service industry is emerging (Thite 1997, 1999, 2000). Fourth, 
much of the literature on project team building comes from studies of engineering and 
manufacturing projects where the output is tangible rather than from information 
technology projects where the output is essentially intangible. The importance of the 
project team in developing IT business projects is well recognised and managers are 
concerned about their ability to transform an ad-hoc collection of people assigned to a 
particular project into a coherent, integrated project team. However, in most cases the 
activities required to build a successful IT business project team have been theoretically 
based, rather than empirically driven (Pinto & Kharbanda 1995; Thite 1997). The 
present researcher has worked on IT business projects as a project leader over the last 
30 years. 
Team building (TB) consists of a number of activities aimed at increasing the likelihood 
of project success. As Mower and Wilemon (1989b) indicate, the future of IT 
management belongs to teamwork and the issue is not whether teams should be used but 
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how they can be better managed to accomplish organisational goals. The work by 
Stefanovic and Shenhar (2007) indicated that teamwork achievement goes hand-in-hand 
with project success and that a teamwork related focus should be included in current 
project practices. Team building has been clearly established as the prime determinant 
of project success, but of the many activities associated with team building, there is no 
consensus (or evidence) as to which are the most important TBAs for project success 
nor how they have been implemented on successful projects. 
IT business projects often fail, and the reasons for failures invariably include project 
team members and their performance (e.g. Ahituv, Zviran & Glezer 1999; Glass 1998a, 
1998b; Jacobs 1999; Keil et al. 1995; Lemon et al. 2002; Peled 2000; Standish Group 
2005; Whittaker 1999). The Standish Group (2005) reports projects are often twice the 
estimated budget, years late in delivery and delivered with reduced functionality. Most 
organisations have or are commencing a project that will be challenging, as only 
approximately one in every five projects will be successful. Companies risk damaging 
their organisation through project failure (Peled 2000; Standish Group 2005). The 
Standish Group also indicates the majority of the reasons for failure have to do with 
people issues, particularly project teaming, rather than the technology.  After all, 
business solutions using software development projects require teams of people working 
together to be delivered (Guiney 2003; Todryk 1998). In other words, a rolling eighty 
per cent of organisations should be interested in increasing their project success through 
improved teamwork. 
Robertson (2004) suggests, that from an employee perspective, effective team building 
ensures project team members have a positive experience and perceive the project as a 
valuable way for them to spend their time. Lack of a positive experience can result in 
low commitment, poor output, a what’s-in-it-for-me-attitude and ultimately project 
failure. The project manager has prime responsibilities for team building. Kerzner 
(2001) and  Robertson (2004) suggest that for project managers to be successful they 
must nurture a climate conducive to teamwork. Good team building will often have a 
powerful impact on project performance, overall customer satisfaction and project 
success. 
While studies of project failures provide a pool of factors that contribute to failure, 
ensuring that these factors are not present in a new project does not necessarily 
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guarantee success. That is to say, their absence is necessary but not alone sufficient for 
project success. 
For this reason, this study looks at the TBAs in successful projects rather than those in 
failing projects. TBAs encompass actions performed to create an effective project team. 
TB, defined fully later in this thesis, could be described as: a group of activities 
designed to improve team performance in order to increase the likelihood of project 
success. Team building articles throughout the literature suggest many activities critical 
to improving and ensuring project success for organisations. However, these articles 
have inconsistent lists of TBAs and give little indication of the priority of activities or 
linkage of these activities to project success measures. For project managers, most often 
charged with delivering projects, the literature provides a long list of suggested TBAs, 
too many to meaningfully cover, and too many for any one project manager to 
implement. The relative importance of these activities for project success has not been 
settled, nor does the literature link TBAs to achievement of project success measures 
and evaluation of project performance. 
This research aims to assist organisations, project managers and those involved in team 
development by identifying and describing the implementation of the most important 
TBAs. This has been done by creating a list of TBA that synthesises Thamhain’s and 
Wilemon’s (Thamhain 1990, 1998, 2002, 2004a, 2004c, 2005, 2006; Thamhain & 
Wilemon 1977, 1983b, 1983a, 1987, 1999) recommendations for facilitating team 
building in research and development IT companies. From their work sixteen activities 
were identified that included a slightly changing number of activities and suggestions 
over the thirty-year period. The list was compared with other relevant literature and 
confirmed with project management experts, in the form of Australian Institute of 
Project Managers (AIPM) accredited Master Project Directors, during this research. 
Thamhain (1990) undertook a study, similar to the one performed in this thesis, to 
determine the drivers and barriers for project success. The model developed by 
Thamhain (1990, p. 15) in that study was used to create a hierarchical model that 
assisted in the assessment of the relative importance of the identified TBAs for project 
success in this thesis. Although Thamhain’s model structure was appropriate, the 
attributes in the model required repopulation as Thamhain’s research focused on drivers 
and barriers for research and development project teams in high technology companies 
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and used measures of success appropriate to R&D teams such as the number of creative 
ideas adopted.  
As well, Thamhain used correlations to establish the priority of drivers and barriers to 
project innovation, while this study used AHP for more precise comparison of 
attributes. To repopulate the model project success measures, team performance 
measures and TBAs were defined using the literature. Over 300 articles were referenced 
to determine the most frequently referenced TBAs and therefore notionally the most 
significant TBAs for project success. There was a lack of agreement within the literature 
on project success measures, team performance measures and TBAs. In addition, many 
of the studies, although associated with project teams, were not specifically on IT 
project teams developing business solutions. Project success measures and team 
performance measures were used to determine the relative importance of TBA for 
project success. The traditional project measures of time, cost and scope were found 
inadequate for this purpose and were supplemented to create a more holistic set of 
project measures (Pinto & Slevin 1998). 
The literature was unclear as to the importance of project success measures and a forum 
was held with Master Project Directors (MPDs) to obtain their input (shown as steps 1 
and 2 in Figure 1). The forum used a questionnaire to confirm the project success 
measures, and the TBAs elicited from the literature for further investigation. The forum 
provided valuable feedback to validate the use of AHP and the opportunity to update the 
questionnaires prior to surveying further MPDs. Step three (in Figure 1) was to use the 
questionnaires to survey thirty MPDs. In step four the questionnaire results were 
investigated by interviewing six MPDs who also described how the significant TBAs, 
identified through the survey, were implemented on a successful project. 
The thesis used the analytical hierarchy process (AHP), developed by Saaty, and a 
linear rating scale as used by Berrell and Smith (Berrell & Smith 1996) to design the 
questionnaire and to analyse forum and survey data. AHP results were supplemented by 
interviews with MPDs to triangulate quantitative results. AHP enabled the relative 
importance of TBAs for project success to be quantified using data collected from 
questionnaires completed by MPDs. Subsequent interviews with MPDs served to 
confirm the relative importance of success measures and TBAs. Importantly, the 
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interviews also provided an insight into the implementation of the critical TBAs on 
successful projects. Figure 1 shows the steps discussed above diagrammatically. 
STEP 2 FORUM
Model evaluated by forum of 
IT based project managers and 
modified based on feedback
STEP 1 LITERATURE REVIEW
Synthesised literature to develop 
a base model of team building 
activities and  project measures 
STEP 3 QUESTIONNAIRE
Project managers complete 
questionnaire, based on model, to 
obtain priority of team building 
activities for project success
STEP 4 EXPERT OPINION
Project managers interviewed to 
interpret questionnaire results and 
describe implementation of team 
building activities.
Model of Team Building Activities 
linked to Project Success 
Measures
Draft model developed
Adjust Model
Calculate priorities
Explained
Initial model
(Chapter 2)
Updated based on feedback
(Chapter 4)
Priorities explained (Chapter 4)
TBAs implementation method 
discussed (Chapter 5)
Priorities of Team Building 
Activities established
using AHP (Chapter 4)
 
Figure 1 Research Approach 
1.2 Aims and Objectives 
The research aim was to describe the implementation of the important TBAs performed 
on successful projects to increase the overall success of IT business projects. The major 
research question was, “How are the significant TBAs implemented on successful IT 
business projects?”. In order to answer these questions the following sub-questions 
needed to be answered “What are the TBAs used on successful project?”. “How is 
project success measured on IT business projects?”, “What contribution do TBAs make 
to project success measures and ultimately project success?” and “For the significant 
TBAs how are they implemented on successful project?”. In order to achieve the thesis 
aims and answer the thesis questions, the major objectives of the study became, 
identification of the TBAs used on successful projects; identification of project success 
measures and their importance for project success; determining the relative importance 
of TBAs for achievement of success measures; and understanding how the important 
TBAs are implemented on successful projects. 
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1.3 Boundaries of the Study 
The projects used in the thesis were temporary, completed by multi-functional teams, 
utilised IT to solve business problems or create business opportunities, and Australian 
based. The projects are temporary in that they have a defined start and more importantly 
a defined finish — meaning the team only exists for the life of the project, and specialist 
team members may be on the project for shorter periods of time. The projects are 
Australian based in that they use team members predominantly from Australia, senior 
project management resides in Australia, and the business opportunity is also 
Australian. This does not exclude some development team members being located 
offshore. 
The scope excludes many of the basic project activities mentioned in reference books, 
except where it has to do with team building (Cockrell 2001). These base activities 
include monitoring the project schedule and budget, documenting and providing project 
deliverables, monitoring and controlling project tasks, developing and monitoring 
contracts and performing project accounting. The scope also excluded identifying who 
should lead the project and whether project leadership should be a matrix structure as 
described in many methodologies, including the customer driven project management 
methodology (Barkley & Saylor 2001). Analysis of different team structures including 
functional teams, cross-functional teams, self-managed teams, virtual teams, project 
organisations and matrix organisations was also excluded (Cockrell 2001; Yukl 2006). 
Finally, developing team cultures was excluded, although an outcome of TBAs is that 
the intentionally or unintentionally the project manager creates a project culture (Elmes 
& Wilemon 1998). 
1.4 Thesis Chapters 
Chapter 1: Introduction 
This chapter provides an overview of the topic, a description of the central question of 
the thesis, clarification of the scope, background as to the importance of the topic, 
outline of the approach undertaken and a summary of the structure of the thesis. 
Chapter 2: Team Building – Literature Review 
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The literature review was undertaken to ascertain the TBAs that have been linked to 
project success. The objective was to determine whether similar research had been 
performed previously, and to decide whether this could be used for this research. This 
chapter also outlines the scope of the literature reviewed and the key terms of the 
research; IT business projects, IT business project teams, project team building, team 
building activities and project success measures. 
Chapter 3: Research Methodology 
This chapter describes the research methodology and justifies the approach undertaken. 
The chapter then describes the steps taken to complete the research and the 
methodology used to confirm quantitative results obtained using AHP with research 
participants. Finally, the chapter describes the thematic analysis performed on 
qualitative data obtained from interview responses on the implementation TBAs. 
Chapter 4 Results and Analysis 
This chapter presents the results obtained from questionnaires completed by MPDs, and 
introduces the results obtained using the AHP analysis as well as explaining the results 
using information obtained from MPDs interviewed. The chapter identifies the 
significant team building activities and their relationship to project success measures. 
Chapter 5 Implementation of Team Building Activities 
This chapter describes the method of implementation for the significant TBAs as 
described by MPDs, on successful projects. The chapter groups the TBAs into three 
themes — team leadership and direction; project team; and project support. 
Chapter 6 Conclusion 
This chapter states the major findings of the thesis, study limitations and possible 
directions for further research. 
1.5 Summary 
This chapter has provided an overview of the topic, a description of the central question 
of the thesis, clarification of scope, background as to the importance of the topic and an 
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outline of the methodology. The next chapter reviews the current literature to establish 
the current body of knowledge on TB, project success and TBAs. 
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Chapter 2. Team Building – Literature Review 
In order to accomplish the research objectives, a valid method of identifying TBAs and 
success measures from the literature and linking these to project success measures (via 
the MPDs) was required. This chapter provides a review of the existing body of 
knowledge relating to project TB. The chapter commences by defining the boundaries 
of the research in order to identify the relevant literature using a similar process to that 
used by Robertson (2004). Having established the boundaries for the relevant literature, 
the method of populating the project success model is undertaken as depicted in Figure 
2. The figure was developed in a research and development environment by Thamhain 
and Wilemon (1998, p. 13; Thamhain 2004c, 2005; Thamhain & Wilemon 1987), 
during field studies to confirm the relationship between team qualities and project team 
performance for product development projects. The arrows show that team building 
activities, the primary area of interest for this study, can be associated with project 
success, team performance and generic factors. The arrows also indicate that project 
managers could start with a list of team building activities and determine their impact on 
any of the other factors, similar to the approach taken by Thamhain, or start with any of 
the other factors to identify and determine the team building activities required to 
improve team performance in relation to that factor. This study enables project 
managers to identify significant team building activities to achieve project success when 
starting a project.  For problem projects the study identifies the team building activities 
that best address the project success measures at threat. 
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Project Success
Team Performance
T
eam
 B
uilding
 A
ctivities
Literature Review Sections
2.4* Project Success Measures
2.5* Team Performance
2
.3
*
 T
ea
m
 B
uilding
 A
ctivities
Project Success Model
2.6* Generic Factors
Generic Factors
People Management
Project Design & Definition
Organisational Support
 
Source: (Thamhain 1998, 2004c, 2005; Thamhain & Wilemon 1987) 
* refers to chapter 2 sub-sections 
Figure 2 Structure of the Literature Review  
2.1 IT Business Project Team Building Boundaries 
This section reviews the existing literature to define the scope of articles considered 
relevant for the key dimensions of this study: projects, project teams and project TBAs. 
The definitions are required as no widely accepted explanation exists of these terms to 
position the research within the body of knowledge regarding projects, teams and TB. 
The process used to identify the relevant literature for this study was based on the 
process used by Robertson (2004) in his study of project teams. 
Projects and teams have existed almost since the beginning of time. However, IT 
business projects only came into existence with the advent of computers in the 1950s. 
Now most organisations have sophisticated computer facilities and use project teams to 
implement their computer systems (Bounds 1998). Project management in general, 
during the same period, has grown from merely being the accomplishment of predefined 
tasks within a timeframe and budget to a widely utilised business practice that often 
assists organisations to achieve their strategic objectives. Project management research 
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has closely followed this expansion, producing a considerable body of knowledge 
regarding project management subjects (Grevins 2002). 
The initial objective was to identify previous research undertaken specifically on IT 
business project TBAs and their impact on project success. Hundreds of articles were 
examined on projects, teams, TB, project management, project leadership, IT and TBAs 
in an effort to determine which articles should be considered relevant. The first 
observation was that the literature reviewed contains no agreement on any of the 
following — a common list of TBAs; definition of IT business projects; the explanation 
of team building; nor who should be considered part of the project team for team 
building. In order to address this observation and progress the study, the extensive 
literature reviewed was used to describe these key areas of interest for the study. Only 
articles within the key areas of interest were then considered relevant for use in the 
study. The following sub-sections describe the key areas of interest: IT business 
projects; the types of project teams that are used to perform these projects; and what can 
be considered team building. The sub-sections describe the areas of interest for this 
study within the wider information available that could have been considered relevant. 
2.1.1 IT Business Project 
It was important to determine which of the multitude of different projects described in 
the literature were of interest to this study and those articles to be considered relevant. 
The world’s largest project management organisation – the Project Management 
Institute (PMI) – defines a project as “a temporary endeavour undertaken to create a 
unique product or service” (PMI 2000, p. 4). The projects of interest here, building on 
PMI’s project definition, are: temporary endeavours undertaken to create a unique 
business solution using IT in an organisation where the primary business is not 
information technology. Due to the nature of these organisations the projects are always 
cross-functional, involving both IT professionals, usually employed in the company’s IT 
department and business personnel from functional departments, e.g. accounting, 
marketing, etc. The overwhelming majority of business projects in the US are cross-
functional (Sotiriou & Wittner 2001). The project manager often has responsibility for 
delivery of the project but has no authority over team members — these often report to 
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line managers (Einsiedel 1998). Posner’s (1998) survey of 287 project managers 
indicated that 63 per cent of project managers work in this type of matrix environment. 
Project methodologies like Project Management Body of Knowledge (PMBOK) (PMI 
2000) and Prince 2 (Bentley 1997) assume a level of commonality across all projects 
e.g. engineering and IT software development. However, projects are not all the same 
and organisations have developed project methodologies specifically to address the 
peculiarities of IT projects, e.g. systems development methodologies and system life 
cycle methodologies including Accenture’s Method1. IT projects differ from the other 
projects, according to Lientz and Rea (2001) due to: Purpose — technology goals are 
generally not as clearly defined at the start; Scope —  often there is a lack of clear 
boundaries for business processes and interfaces; Parallel work — old systems and 
processes continue to change until implementation of the new system; Technology 
dependence — often new technologies are adopted, with little or no project team 
experience; Customer expectations — are often high as promises in external information 
builds expectations; Cumulative project complexity — organisations often run multiple 
projects that impact each other; and Deliverable —, software is intangible in comparison 
to the tangible deliverables of engineering projects that can be seen to grow as 
development takes place. 
As the literature specifically on the projects of interest was thin, the breadth of articles 
considered relevant was widened. The project literature considered relevant included 
articles on projects with the following characteristics: temporary, cross-functional, 
information technology, business and TB, as shown in Figure 3 – yellow and green 
circles. The relevant articles often describe projects with characteristics other than those 
of interest — for example projects in high technology product development companies 
or PMI type studies where several project managers are involved, the type or types of 
projects are not stated and the focus is team building in the project environment. For 
example, Thamhain’s (1990) research although focused on engineering research and 
development projects was considered relevant due to the IT focus of the projects, 
temporary nature of the projects and discussion of team building. 
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Figure 3 Relevant project literature 
2.1.2 Teams 
Katzenbach and Smith (1993a; 1993b) define a “team” as a diverse group of people 
with complementary skills who are united to a common objective, performance target 
and working approach for which they hold themselves mutually accountable; this is true 
of the teams of interest. This sub-section defines the teams of interest and the literature 
on teams considered relevant to the study. It is necessary to define the teams of interest 
as many types of teams described in the literature do not work on projects, or work on 
projects vastly different from IT business projects. Cleland (1995) lists ten different 
types of teams, all that are outside the boundaries of this thesis including emergency 
response teams and IT support teams continually supporting and enhancing existing IT 
business systems rather than developing IT business systems. Peters (1997) commented 
that almost all Fortune 1000 companies in the US are using cross-functional teams to 
complete tasks taking several months. These include self-managed teams, virtual teams 
and permanent teams that are not covered in this thesis. The considerable information 
that exists on teams generally was considered less important for this study than 
literature on project teams, and more particularly IT project teams the focus of this 
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study. Project teams are work groups created to achieve a set of project tasks for the life 
of the project, i.e. the team is temporary (Cleland & Ireland 2002).  
For the purpose of this study, IT project team literature was given preference over 
general team literature for several reasons. IT project team members have some specific 
characteristics according to a Myer-Briggs study performed in the US in 1985 
(Schwalbe 2002). The study found that 75 per cent of IT developers are introverts 
compared with 25 per cent of the population. Another contrast was 80 per cent of IT 
developers were thinking types in comparison with 50 per cent of the general 
population. IT developers were also more intuitive (55 per cent) than the general 
population (25 per cent). IT developers’ tasks are generally non-repetitive tasks and 
require considerable knowledge and expertise. Team members are often required to 
have a high degree of business and technical knowledge, manage to tight timeframes 
and budgets, and meet high customer expectations. The project team often includes 
sponsors, customers, technologists and management personnel (Thamhain 2004c). 
Teams only exist for the life of the project and often team members will perform their 
tasks on a project and then leave the project. Project team members generally come 
from within the organisation and are often complemented with temporary contracting or 
consulting staff. Project team members often have multiple reporting relationships 
within the organisation (Thamhain 2005). This makes the study of team building of IT 
business project teams more interesting and may make research on other teams 
information inapplicable.  
The literature most relevant to this thesis refers to temporary project teams delivering IT 
business solutions, as shown in Figure 4 as the green. The relevant literature concerns 
project teams, not teams in general, particularly not permanent teams supporting IT 
systems. The project team literature viewed as relevant included articles on project 
teams with the following characteristics: consideration of cross-functional TB, reference 
to non-permanency, discussion of teams formed for a specific goal, research on project 
team leadership, and studies incorporating IT professionals’ views on project teams 
(yellow and green circles in Figure 4). Studies solely on self-managed teams, virtual 
teams and permanent teams were not considered relevant but could be included by later 
studies. 
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Figure 4 Relevance of team literature 
2.1.3 Project Team Building 
“Teams don’t just happen – they must be built” (Forsberg, Mooz & Cotterman 2005, p. 
181). 
The objective of this sub-section is to define project TB. The literature on team building 
includes many definitions of team building with no one generally accepted. The 
following definitions of team building are within the boundaries of this study. Team 
building is the process of converting a group of individuals with different needs, 
backgrounds, and expertise into an integrated and effective working unit (Cockrell 
2001; Thamhain 1998; Thamhain & Wilemon 1987). Yukl (2006) describe team 
building as increasing cohesiveness, mutual cooperation and identification with the 
group. Mower and Wilemon (Elmes & Wilemon 1998) describe TB, slightly differently, 
as a process aimed at developing a team’s task competencies and interpersonal 
competencies. Cockrell (2001) also defines team building as including, enabling the 
team to achieve its objectives and goals. Team building includes team development that 
enhances the ability of all individuals involved in the project to contribute and increases 
the ability of the group to function as a team (PMI 2000, p. 114; Schwalbe 2002). Some 
team-building literature describes the team building processes as formal or informal 
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interventions that are conducted predominantly by external consultants. Ammeter and 
Dukerich (2001) use this narrow definition of team building in their research of 151 
engineering and construction projects.  Ammeter and Dukerich, and Yukl (2006) find 
the results from research on the effects of team building processes mixed, but suggest 
that team-building processes can be beneficial in some circumstances. 
The present thesis uses the wider view of project team building suggested above and 
covers TBAs continuously performed throughout the project, including the narrow view 
covered by Ammeter and Dukerich, of intermittent team building courses. This study 
covers TBAs used to build successful project teams, predominantly from an 
interpersonal perspective rather than a task management perspective. Task management 
in this regards covers actions performed to define, plan, monitor and report on task 
performance, often using work breakdown structures, timesheets and project scheduling 
tools such as Microsoft® Project. To be considered relevant, articles needed to be on 
team building of projects and project teams, as described above. 
The Hersey and Blanchard four stages of the team development are often described in 
the literature as part of team building (e.g. Thamhain 2005). IT business projects, due to 
the temporary timeframe of the team and team members, constantly move between 
“forming”, “norming”, “storming” and “performing”. Hersey and Blanchard’s model, 
and variations, explain how teams form, develop and interact, but not how to perform 
team building to move project teams through each stage to increase project success 
(Opfer 2004). This thesis focuses on TBAs rather than the stages of team development. 
2.1.4 Boundaries Summary 
This sub-section summarises the reviewed existing literature in order to identify the 
body of knowledge to be considered relevant for the key dimensions of this study; 
projects, project teams and project team building. As pointed out, the definitions were 
required because no widely accepted explanation exists of these terms, as well as to 
position the research within the body of knowledge regarding projects, teams and team 
building. In summary the three areas are:  
• The projects of interest use IT to achieve business outcomes in companies where 
the primary business is not IT related. The projects are temporary endeavours 
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with the project manager often relying on cross-functional management 
cooperation for resourcing, management and support. 
• The IT business project teams are temporary teams brought together to deliver a 
business solution using team members with considerable technical and business 
knowledge and expertise. The team members are only involved with the project 
for the duration of their tasks. The team members come from within the 
organisation, but are often supplemented with external staff. Team members 
often have both project and organisational reporting relationships. 
• Project team building refers to activities performed throughout the life of the 
project to increase team performance, to increase the likelihood of project 
success, predominantly from an interpersonal perspective. The activities aim to 
convert groups of individuals into an integrated effective working team. 
2.2 Team Building Activities 
A literature review was performed, using the broad range of literature identified above, 
to ascertain what TBAs have been linked to project success. The objective was to 
determine whether similar research had been performed previously and whether this 
could be used for this research. 
The literature postulates that there is a link between TB, overall project team 
performance and ultimately project success (Pinto & Pinto 1991; Robertson 2004). 
However, there is no empirical evidence to confirm that the relationships do indeed 
exist. This research will attempt to establish the link and the relative importance of 
selected TBAs in the IT business project context using AHP. This sub-section will 
discuss the limitations of previous efforts to identify TBAs and assess the effectiveness 
of these in delivering successful projects. 
A multitude of dissertations, books, internet articles and journal articles were examined. 
No previous research was found that linked TBAs to project success measures in the 
delivery of IT business projects. Most articles discussed the merits of the TBAs without 
disclosing how the TBAs were derived but suggesting project success should improve 
logically through their implementation (e.g. Cleland & Ireland 2002; Lientz & Rea 
2001; Pinto & Kharbanda 1995; Stewart 1998; Whetten & Cameron 2005)  Thamhain 
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and Wilemon’s articles often finished with recommendations for improving team 
performance, i.e. TBAs (Thamhain 1990, 1996, 1998, 2002, 2004a, 2004c, 2005, 2006; 
Thamhain & Wilemon 1983b, 1983a, 1987, 1999). Thamhain and Wilemon have 
researched team building for over thirty years, mainly in the area of engineering R&D 
teams in high technology orientated companies in the USA rather than in the primary 
focus area of this study, IT business project teams working in non-IT organisations 
based in Australia. The suggested TBAs appear to be the result of Thamhain’s 1990 
research to: identify drivers and barriers to team performance, identify success factors 
and finally link drivers and barriers to team success. Participants in the study comprised 
710 managers and senior managers in 112 high technology companies. This work 
(Thamhain’s 1990 research) has formed the platform for Thamhain’s and Wilemon’s 
later studies with minor changes to barriers, drivers and the recommended TBAs. Figure 
5 is the model developed by Thamhain to link input variables to team performance and 
project success. Input variables, as described by Thamhain, were associated with three 
generic factors: (1) task, (2) people management and (3) organisational support in 
connecting them to team performance and ultimately team success criteria. 
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Source: (Thamhain 1990, p. 13) 
Figure 5 Input-output diagram on innovative team performance 
Although Thamhain’s diagram was developed for innovative teams, not IT business 
project teams, the structure of the diagram does link variables, team performance and 
project success and was adapted for use in this study, as shown in Figure 6. Input 
variables are not explained by Thamhain. However, his studies continually suggest a 
number of team building activities. The remainder of the literature review identifies and 
expands the understanding of TBAs, project success measures, project team 
performance and generic factors of people, project and organisation to populate Figure 6 
as part of this research. 
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 Figure 6 Linking TBAs to project success 
2.2.1 Identification of Key TBAs 
As the literature review did not reveal a commonly agreed list of TBAs, a list was 
created of all listed TBAs in the literature for potential use in this research. This section 
will discuss the process that was used to identify the specific TBAs from the potential 
list. To be considered, TBAs needed to be described in a relevant article of academic 
quality. Relevant articles were those within the boundaries established earlier in this 
chapter for projects, project teams and project team building. To be considered of 
sufficient academic quality articles had to based on documented research and/or contain 
a bibliography. Robertson (2004) referred to this quality of article as being “research 
based”. This ensured that the present research was focused on high quality articles 
applicable to projects, teams and team building within the focus of this study. This 
process eliminated many articles on the internet and in books, describing IT projects 
without references, particularly those based on a single project experience. 
From the multitude of articles reviewed, over one hundred addressed the relevant topics 
of TB, team performance and project success and were research based. Fifty per cent of 
these were based on specific studies or referenced research while the remainder 
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contained a suitable bibliography. This systematic filtering enabled the literature review 
to focus on articles of the greatest relevance. The objective was to have the smallest 
possible set of TBAs to facilitate the assessment process while having sufficient detail 
to enable their use for diagnostic purposes, similar to the approach used by Robertson 
(2004). 
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Figure 7 Team Building Activities 
The selected literature included many TBAs and similar ideas expressed differently; a 
consolidated list is shown in Figure 7. There were too many TBAs for any one project 
to utilise and also too many to cover in this thesis. To resolve this problem, a list of 
sixteen TBAs was developed by reviewing eighteen articles on team building by 
Thamhain, Wilemon and Gemmill written over a fifty year period (Thamhain 1990, 
1996, 1998, 2002, 2004a, 2004b, 2004c, 2005, 2006; Thamhain & Gemmill 1974; 
Thamhain & Wilemon 1983b, 1983a, 1987, 1999; Wilemon 1998). These articles had 
the most definite list of TBAs found in the literature although not specifically on IT 
business projects. Thamhain’s and Wilemon’s articles (1998; 2004a; 2004c; 2005; 
2006; 1983b; 1987; 1999) presented lists of recommendations for improving team 
performance with considerable overlap in suggestions over the period. The sixteen 
TBAs can be directly related to these lists.  The list was then compared with 57 team 
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building articles from the relevant literature to confirm that these TBAs were frequently 
mentioned and could be considered relevant to the team building environment being 
investigated here  Figure 8 shows the number of articles that mentioned each TBA (refer 
to Appendix C). It should be noted that in a number of articles, a construct’s definition 
was unclear. For example, activities called ‘board sponsorship support’ and ‘upper 
management buy-in’ are instances under the heading ‘ensuring the support of senior 
management’. It is accepted that they could have been categorised under the heading of 
‘developing organizational interfaces’ or ‘providing direction and leadership’. 
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Figure 8 Frequency of TBAs 
The following briefly summarises the research undertaken in the referenced team 
building articles. The research was mostly carried out in countries outside Australia in 
places such as the USA, Canada, Hong Kong and Europe. Many of the articles referred 
to permanent teams performing projects rather than project teams brought together for 
the life of the project. Research participants were often project managers, Project 
Management Institute members and team leaders attending conferences on project 
management. Data was collected by interviews and questionnaires. The organisations 
involved in the studies were often referred to as engineering and scientific companies 
working with technology rather than business and IT project personnel delivering IT 
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business solutions. The studies frequently focused on improving team member 
performance and only incidentally on project performance, rather than focusing on team 
building to improve project success. Most articles implied rather than evidenced the 
impact of TBAs on the project dimensions of time, cost, scope and customer 
satisfaction. 
The team building articles reviewed mostly started with specific TBAs rather than with 
creating a list of TBAs. Those articles that used a list of TBAs focused mainly on 
providing the project manager with advice on improving specific TBAs aimed at 
increasing team performance rather than justifying the list’s creation. Figure 7 and 
Figure 8 indicates there is only limited agreement among authors on TBAs. The articles 
reviewed, while describing TBAs, imply their implementation should improve team 
performance but fall short of linking TBAs to project success measures and project 
success. This thesis aims to enable project managers to identify the link between TBAs 
and project success measures to enable selection of TBAs most relevant for project 
success. 
2.2.2 Team Building Activities Selected 
To confirm the theoretical and conceptual importance of the sixteen team building 
activities identified (as depicted in Figure 8) the management literature was reviewed. It 
is not feasible to review in detail here the extensive literature on topics such as team 
leadership, empowerment, team member selection, etc. However, the descriptions 
developed below are distilled from that literature review (as referenced in Appendix C) 
and provided to facilitate an understanding of TBAs. While describing implementation 
of TBAs in the working environment, the literature was not specific to IT business 
projects. To overcome the volume of literature and to ensure its relevance to this study, 
only literature within the boundaries defined earlier in this chapter for projects, teams or 
team building was considered. The literature covers many theoretical ideas on the 
implementation of TBAs; some of these ideas are similar while others appear 
contrasting or dissimilar. The description and implementation of TBAs is further 
analysed using the relevant literature, as part of the discussion in Chapter 5.  
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Table 1 Team Building Activities 
TBA Description  
Provide direction and 
leadership 
Project leaders can influence the attitude and commitment of 
their team to achieve project success. Strong leadership can 
foster enthusiasm, motivation, open communications, 
cooperation and flexibility to changing requirements (Todryk 
1998). Studies of project failure list as a major contributor 
poor project management (Betts 1993; Glass 1998a; Johnson 
et al. 2001; Lemon et al. 2002; Schneider 2002; Thite 1999; 
Verner, Overmyer & McCain 1999). The leadership theories 
referenced in project management literature include trait 
(Goleman 2000, 2002; Karlsen et al. 2006; Pinto et al. 1998; 
Robbins, Millett & Waters-Marsh 2004; Rosete & Ciarrochi 
2005; Straker 2006; Strang, K. 2005), universal and 
situational leadership (Slevin & Pinto 1991; Straker 2006; 
Thite 2000),  contingency theories (Pinto et al. 1998; Straker 
2006; Thoms & Kerwin 2004), Blake and Mouton’s 
leadership grid (Mastrangelo, Eddy & Lorenzet 2004; Pinto 
et al. 1998; Robbins, Millett & Waters-Marsh 2004; Rosete 
& Ciarrochi 2005; Straker 2006), Fielder’s least preferred co-
worker (Pinto et al. 1998), Vroom and Yetton’s normative 
model, participative leadership (Heilman et al. 1984), 
House’s path-goal (Cockrell 2001; House & Mitchell 1974; 
Mastrangelo, Eddy & Lorenzet 2004; Rue & Byars 2004; 
Slevin & Pinto 1991; Strang, K. 2005; Thamhain 2005), 
transactional leadership and transformational leadership 
(Pinto et al. 1998; Rosete & Ciarrochi 2005; Rue & Byars 
2004; Straker 2006; Strang, K. 2005; Thite 2000; Thoms & 
Kerwin 2004). 
There are far too many leadership theories for them all to be 
covered in one thesis. For instance a review of 20 different 
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TBA Description  
studies identified 80 leadership traits (Robbins, Millett & 
Waters-Marsh 2004). 
Ensure the support of 
senior management 
The literature indicates senior management support is 
important for project performance (Briner, Hastings & 
Geddes 1999; Fortune & White 2006; Kerzner 2001; Lemon 
et al. 2002; Rue & Byars 2004; Schneider 2002; Thoms & 
Kerwin 2004). The rationale is that senior managers provide 
the team members required, project sponsorship and 
organisational support.  
Staff the team properly Team members need to have the maturity to achieve project 
objectives. Maturity is defined as a team member’s 
willingness (motivation) and ability (competence) to perform 
the assigned activities (Blake & Mouton 1982; Cockrell 
2001; Rue & Byars 2004). 
Develop strong 
communications 
channels 
Project leaders and team members can facilitate 
communications both horizontally and vertically through 
their interactions to increase project acceptance (Fortune & 
White 2006). 
Plan the project with the 
team 
Effective planning with the project team develops 
commitment, enthusiasm and ultimately team effectiveness 
(Carr, Englehardt & Tuman 2004; Einsiedel 1998). 
Develop appropriate 
organisational interfaces 
In cross-functional projects each team member needs to 
understand their inputs and outputs, interfaces and work 
transfer mechanisms across the organisation (Cockrell 2001; 
Karlsen et al. 2006). 
Empower team 
members 
Providing team members with the data and ability to make 
decisions builds commitment to the project. Project leaders 
cannot make all the decisions (Barkley & Saylor 2001; 
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TBA Description  
Gemmill & Wilemon 1994; Mastrangelo, Eddy & Lorenzet 
2004; Slevin & Pinto 1991). 
Build commitment 
among team members 
Project leaders need to ensure project team members are 
committed to project plans, objectives and results 
(Katzenbach & Smith 1992a; Parkin, Bourke & Gleeson 
2004; Stum 2001). 
Manage conflict Projects have a high level of conflict, some positive and 
some negative. Project leaders should avoid problems by 
dealing with the conflict from the outset (Thamhain & 
Wilemon 1975). 
Conducting team 
building 
The many ways to conduct team building sessions include  
focus sessions, brainstorming, experience exchange and 
social gatherings. Team building sessions can cover a myriad 
of topics and are often useful in the team formation stage 
(Forsberg, Mooz & Cotterman 2005; Opfer 2004). 
Creating proper rewards 
for the team 
Many projects have team rewards but not all of them. The 
positives and negatives of reward systems on project 
performance need to be considered by management (Tippett 
& Peters 1995). 
Stimulating enthusiasm Project managers need to take an active role in creating 
excitement and enthusiasm for the project (Pillai 2006; 
Thamhain & Wilemon 1983b). 
Defining the work 
structure 
Systematically describing work process assists in defining 
performance measures and team responsibilities (PMI 2000; 
Thomsett 1989). 
Building project image Building a favourable image for a project in terms of high-
priority, interesting work and importance to the organisation 
increases the ability of the project to hold high quality people 
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TBA Description  
(Briner, Hastings & Geddes 1999; Thamhain & Wilemon 
1999). 
Defining the team 
structure 
The project team structure must be conducive to cross-
functional teamwork and technology transfer (Ford & 
Randolph 1998; Grevins 2002). 
Continuous 
improvement culture 
Effective project teams continuously improve their 
performance through focusing on people’s behaviour and 
roles within the project. By adopting total quality 
management (TQM) principles, project managers increase 
the likelihood of project success (Imai 1986; Jung & Wang 
2006; Parzinger & Nath 1998). 
 
2.3 Project Success Measurement 
This section reviews the considerable literature and debate on project success 
measurement. The section aims to identify project success measures to be employed as 
part of the study to determine the impact of TBAs on project success measures and 
ultimately project success. The literature review of TBAs, above, determined that 
research linking TBAs to project success measures did not exist, although the literature 
implies implementation of TBAs will improve project success while reducing the 
likelihood of failure. However, the literature review facilitated the creation of a model 
for linking TBAs to project success measures (refer to Figure 6). This section will 
populate the project success measures element of the model. 
2.3.1 Survey of Project Success Measures 
There exist considerable differences in opinion regarding what constitutes project 
success and what measures should be used to judge the success (Grevins 2002). 
Although projects in general may have several success criteria, these need to be relevant 
to an IT business project. For example, the number of innovative ideas created, while a 
success measure for research and development projects (Thamhain 1990) has little 
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applicability to most IT business projects. Hartman and Ashrafi (2005) referred to 
project success measures as “project metrics” or “metrics” while others referred to them 
as “project success criteria” or “performance criteria”. It is important to differentiate 
between success measures and success factors, often referred to as critical success 
factors (CSFs). Project success measures are used to assess project results while CSFs 
facilitate or affect the achievement of success (Baccarini & Collins 2005). This study 
drew on articles on project success measures, metrics, success criteria and performance 
criteria as relevant for creating a list of success measures. In addition, to be considered 
relevant, articles needed to be of “academic quality”, as described for TBAs. Articles 
concerning team performance measures are reviewed later in this literature review. 
The majority of articles considered relevant were based on projects in Australia, USA, 
Europe and India. The studies mainly used project managers that were members of a 
professional project management body e.g. PMI, to identify and discuss project success 
measures covering a broader range of projects than those of interest to this study. No 
previous research was found that had created a generally accepted list of project success 
measures, referenced throughout the literature as the agreed means of measuring project 
success. Seventy-three per cent of the articles reviewed utilised the three pillars of 
schedule, budget and agreed scope delivered, as shown in Figure 9. Baccarini and 
Collins’ (2005) study, using 150 AIPM project managers, determined 45 per cent of 
project managers consider project success solely in terms of these three measures. 
Approximately 90 per cent of project managers involved in a field study of 1650 
projects identified these factors as among the most important measures of project 
success (Thamhain 1998). In both literature and best practice project management 
standards such as the PMBOK (PMI 2000), the three pillars are the most commonly 
cited key determinants of project success and failure (Kutscha 2007). The Standish 
Group in measuring project success and failure used these three measures exclusively 
(Standish Group 2005). 
Time and cost are consistently utilised throughout the project industry while the third 
pillar has many descriptions including agreed scope delivered, quality, agreed 
functionality, desired level of quality, performance, features and functions, agreed on 
results, scope, specified level of quality. The two most used descriptions in the IT 
project literature were quality and agreed scope delivered. The concept of quality has 
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grown out of total quality management. The description of quality varies, with some 
literature including scope within quality while PMBOK (PMI 2000) separates quality 
and scope into two measures. The definition of project quality mostly includes some 
level of customer satisfaction (Tukel & Rom 2001), although quality in engineering 
literature often means meeting the technical specification. Customer-driven project 
management (CDPM) links quality with customer involvement as mutually supporting 
activities that increase the probability of producing customer satisfaction (Barkley & 
Saylor 2001). Quality as a measure of success appears to be utilised by project teams 
working on repeatable activities and engineering projects whereas delivery of agreed 
scope has more acceptance for IT projects (DeCarlo 1999). This study selected to use 
“agreed scope delivered” as the third pillar in line with PMBOK (a leading project 
management reference) and the Standish Group studies. 
Figure 9 presents the three measures as a triangle to depict how a change in one measure 
will impact either of the other measures. While this is the standard way to depict the 
three measures in texts, for example PMBOK (PMI 2000), the interconnectivity of the 
measures can be missed and all measures can appear equally important. The literature 
reviewed however, does suggest that the relative importance of each measure can 
change dependent upon the project situation. This study will identify the relative 
importance of the success measures for project success. 
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Figure 9 Three pillars of Project Management 
Although the three pillars model is simple, it unfortunately is also simplistic as they do 
not cover a multitude of success measures used in the modern business world (Pinto & 
Slevin 1998). The following discusses some of the shortcomings of the three pillars. 
Thamhain (2004a) suggests these measures are crucial but also that other measures are 
becoming more important in the changing business environment, including measures 
related to schedules, costs, resources, stakeholder satisfaction, risk, contingency and 
preparation for future projects. Baccarini and Collins (2005) propose that project 
success measures consist of two components, project outcomes and project 
management. Project outcomes concentrate on the impact of the final product and 
measurement criteria focus on meeting and satisfying the needs and objectives of 
owners, users, stakeholders and customers, which the three pillars do not cover. Project 
management success metrics centre attention on internal project measures of time, cost, 
scope, satisfying stakeholders, owners, sponsors and customers during the project, some 
of which the three pillars measure. Agarwal and Rathod (2006) similarly describe these 
as internal project characteristics and external characteristics in their study of software 
using India National Association of Software and Service Companies (NASSCOM) 
companies listed with a high capability maturity model (CMM) rating. White and 
Fortune (2002) conclude, based on findings from 236 questionnaires returned by project 
staff, that while the three pillars are important they are not the sole judges of project 
success. Grevins (2002) comments that projects can fail to deliver any of the three 
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pillars and be considered successful while other projects that meet acceptable 
achievement of the three pillars can be considered unsuccessful. 
The three pillars are the most commonly used project success measures. However, it is 
not holistic because it focuses only on internal project results and excludes external 
measures of project success (Robertson 2004). None of the studies of critical success 
factors reviewed listed or used the three pillars as the only measures of project success. 
For this reason external project success measures were considered to create, as 
Robertson describes (2004), a holistic set of measures. The next sub-section of the 
literature review will consider other project success measures to create a more holistic 
list, in particular covering both internal and external project outcomes rather than just 
internal project results. 
2.3.2 Additional Project Success Measures 
The objective for this section was to develop a succinct holistic list of measures 
applicable to all projects rather than a long list of measures with some measures 
applicable to some projects but not applicable to all projects. “Succinct” implies 
selecting the smallest possible set of measures to facilitate the assessment process while 
having sufficient detail to enable their use for diagnostic purposes (Robertson 2004). A 
holistic list was important to ensure the TBAs identified address both internal and 
external project success measures. A holistic list was defined for this purpose as a group 
of measures encompassing both project outcomes and management success as described 
by both Agarwal and Rathod (2006) and Baccarini and Collins (2005) in their studies of 
project success using software professionals and PMI project managers. 
The articles reviewed on success measures were split into a number of groups. The first 
group of articles explained how to create a list of measures. The next group were 
articles where the objective was to create or present a list of project success measures 
for consideration and discussion. These articles never suggested that the list was a 
complete list of measures and often did not explain the methodology of how the list was 
created. Another group of articles created a list for use as part of their research (similar 
to the objective of this section). These lists tended to be shorter and it was often difficult 
to ascertain the methodology used to create these lists. These lists were often not 
holistic as only the three pillars were considered or the list had a specific end result in 
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mind. They often included measures specific to the type of project team, for example 
technical specifications met for an engineering project (Thamhain 1990). 
The most succinct holistic list discussed in the articles reviewed was the quadruple  
constraint, as described by Pinto and Kharbanda (1995) and Pinto and Slevin (1998) —
the three pillars with the addition of customer satisfaction, as shown in Figure 10. This 
will be called the quadruple pillars rather than the constraints in this thesis. The 
quadruple pillar has limited take-up in the literature, far less than the three pillars. 
Studies of project success measures do not consistently mention customer satisfaction, 
although this appears to be an underlying objective of most projects that this thesis will 
pursue. While the literature does not address the relative importance of each measure 
and the impact on the project where measures overlap, this study will identify the 
importance of each measure relative to the other measures. 
The definition of customer satisfaction and who the customer is varies throughout the 
literature reviewed, with some offering no definition, particularly those using 
questionnaires to ascertain the importance of project measures. Customer satisfaction 
appears to encompass many items in the articles reviewed. For example stakeholder 
satisfaction, satisfaction of customer needs as part of quality, client acceptance, 
customer relationship, meeting customer needs, client satisfaction, meets client 
requirements, owner satisfaction, user satisfaction and meets organisational 
requirements. The customer, in customer-driven approaches to project management, 
includes all the touch points for the product or service being developed whether internal 
or external to the organisation (Barkley & Saylor 2001). Stakeholders can include 
owner, sponsor, developer, user and the general public (Karlsen & Gottschalk 2004). 
The customer for projects can include project team members themselves. Depending on 
the article, senior management and stakeholders are often seen as part of the extended 
project team and/or the customer. System users can be an integral part of the system 
development team according to the Standish Report (Standish Group 2005) and also the 
customer or an intermediary to the real customer. The customer can include the 
customer organisation, the developing organisation, the project team and end-users 
(Kupakuwana & Berg 2005; Thamhain 2005). The customer can be the project sponsor 
on the project steering committee but this may not always be the case, particularly 
where the real customer is external to the organisation (Harrington & McNellis 2006).  
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Figure 10 Project Success: The quadruple pillar (Pinto & Kharbanda 1995) 
Customer Satisfaction Importance 
Agarwal and Rathod’s (2006) study suggests that only a limited number of software 
professionals consider customer satisfaction as important as the three pillars. This 
section describes the different views of customer satisfaction and argues for inclusion of 
customer satisfaction as a project success measure. 
The following paragraphs describe the different levels of importance of customer 
satisfaction described in the literature reviewed; commencing with the negatives, then 
those considered irrelevant or simply ignored, through to customer satisfaction rated as 
the most important measure and finally comparing its relative importance to that of the 
three pillars. 
The literature on the customer in projects appears to have changed little since the 1980s 
with “In search of Excellence Lessons from America's Best-Run Companies” (Peters, T. 
& Waterman 1982) suggesting that most businesses either ignore the customer or 
consider them a bloody nuisance. Kerzner’s (1987) article “In search of Excellence in 
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Project Management” defined project excellence without mentioning the customer or 
customer satisfaction. That study was based on an investigation of project management 
in over eighty high profile organisations, mostly in the US, in the 1980s. Project 
rewards are often output based with no regard for customer satisfaction, and the team’s 
motivation often does not include listening to customer needs and expectations leading 
to a less than satisfactory customer experience (Barkley & Saylor 2001). Also, project 
management techniques typically produce unsatisfactory customer results because the 
drivers for project managers are unrelated to customer satisfaction. Most of the project 
management texts concentrate on the three pillars as drivers and have little to nothing on 
customer satisfaction e.g. PMBOK (PMI 2000). 
The importance of customer satisfaction appears to have grown since the 1980s. For 
example Thamhain’s later work on team performance starts to explore customer 
satisfaction while earlier works are more focused on internal project measures 
(Thamhain 2005; Thamhain & Wilemon 1987). In this century, White and Fortune’s 
(2002) study identifies meeting customer requirements as having a higher priority than 
other metrics, while Tukel and Rom’s (2001) study utilising 117 PMI project managers 
in the USA suggests the primary project objective is meeting customer needs. 
Additionally, Munns and Bjeirmi (1996) point out that project outcomes endure longer 
than project management measures (e.g. the three pillars) and therefore customer 
satisfaction will endure long after implementation. 
Thamhain (2002) lists customer satisfaction as the next most common measure utilised 
after the three pillars based on feedback from project managers. Pinto and Slevin (1998) 
suggest that historically the use of the three pillars led to confusion and loss of any real 
concern for the customer. Some view customer satisfaction as a longer-term or external 
view of the project while the three pillars take a short-term or internal view. This 
suggests that studies or project managers that use only the three pillars as a measure are 
taking a less than complete view of project success. Westbuck’s (2000) study suggests 
that customers tend to care more about how the system works in production than the 
performance of the project team in achievement of the three pillars. In reviewing a 
successful upgrade of computer equipment in a government department, Westerbuck 
(2000) concluded that being efficient at the expense of customer satisfaction was 
worthless. This research put customer satisfaction ahead of other project measures of 
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efficiency and utilisation objectives. Others argue that the customer must be satisfied 
with the project for success (Kupakuwana & Berg 2005; Pinto & Slevin 1998; Tukel & 
Rom 2001). A survey of 650 project managers found a general emphasis on taking a 
customer focus regardless of the project and the industry (Tukel & Rom 2001). The 
study found that project functionality was rated higher in project success than project 
quality, time and budget. The research findings suggested that delivering functionality 
should lead to higher customer satisfaction. In describing project success, recent studies 
suggest that research should look at objectives external to the project, including 
customer satisfaction and customer happiness that occurs during the project and endures 
long after the project’s completion (Agarwal & Rathod 2006). 
Customer satisfaction was included as a project success measure for analysis in this 
thesis based on the growing emphasis in the literature, to create a succinct holistic list 
and because customer satisfaction has been associated with the three pillars. An 
outcome of this study will be determining the relative importance of customer 
satisfaction in comparison to each of the three pillars for project success and 
determining the reason for the difference in relative importance. 
Customer Satisfaction Measurement 
This section provides a brief overview of the different views on how to measure 
customer satisfaction. There is diverse opinion on to how to measure customer 
satisfaction, with no definitive method agreed in the literature. The following provides 
three opinions on measurement of customer satisfaction in the project environment, to 
show the diversity of opinion and the breadth of measures that can be used as part of 
determining customer satisfaction. 
Barkley and Saylor (2001) suggest customer satisfaction results from customers 
perceiving their expectations have been met, feelings about the project manager and 
team, obtaining feedback from the stakeholders and views of project performance. 
Thamhain (2004b), using manager feedback, measures satisfaction by the overall 
benefits of project implementation; handling of problems, risks, uncertainties and 
conflicts; minimising organisational disruption; and willingness to re-employ the project 
team. Finally, Tukel and Rom’s (2001) study suggests customer satisfaction can be 
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measured by the willingness of the customer to be a reference site for the project team 
or to use the project team again. 
Customer satisfaction measurement is not a focus of this thesis; however MPDs are 
asked in interviews how they measure customer satisfaction. Obtaining and/or 
measuring customer satisfaction on IT business projects could be the topic of a thesis in 
its own right. 
Project Success Measures Summary 
The objective of this section was to identify a succinct holistic list of project success 
measures based on project literature. The review of project literature found that the most 
succinct holistic list was the quadruple pillar measures of budget, schedule, agreed 
scope delivered and customer satisfaction. As the current literature lacked a definitive 
list of project success measures, the approach taken in this thesis was to validate the 
four measures of project success, as part of a forum with MPDs, prior to commencing 
detailed the data gathering phase. Also, the literature reviewed does not address the 
relative importance of these measures for project success or the reason why these 
measures may not be equally important for project success. This thesis, as part of 
judging the importance of TBAs in achievement of these success measures, addresses 
the relative importance of these measures for project success. Achieving customer 
satisfaction or the quadruple pillars on IT business projects is dealt with in the factors of 
team building in this study, but could be the topic of a thesis itself. 
2.4 Project Team Performance Measures 
Robertson (2004) notes assessing team performance is a complex task. Team 
performance is a subjective measure and consequently difficult to assess and quantify 
accurately. This section aims to identify performance measures to be employed as part 
of the study to determine the importance of TBAs for project success. The literature 
review of team performance measures used a methodology similar to that utilised for 
TBAs and project success measures, i.e., to be considered relevant articles needed to be 
within the boundaries of projects and project teams described earlier and of academic 
quality. 
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2.4.1 Current State of Project Team Performance 
Robertson (2004) noted in his literature review that over the past decade there has been 
considerable research related to team performance. His study measured team health 
using data collected from 678 project team members representing 100 project teams. 
The projects developed technology solutions for US government departments. The 
results suggested that a positive relationship exists between healthy teams and project 
team performance. A healthy team, according to Robertson (2004), is one that is 
functioning well as a team. The study suggested that project managers may achieve 
higher project team performance by focusing on team building in addition to the three 
pillars of cost, time and scope. While suggesting the link exists between team health and 
performance, the study does not identify the TBAs that could be performed and their 
potential impact on project success. The present research will attempt to fill this gap. 
The reasons for creation of a list of performance measures in the articles reviewed 
varied but included assisting analysis as part of a study and discussing creation of high 
performing teams. Many of the articles started with a list, with little or no explanation of 
how the list was created. The studies of team performance were conducted in a number 
of countries including Australia and USA and mainly used project managers who were 
members of a professional project management body, e.g. PMI. Only some of the 
studies were to do with IT and most of them did not differentiate between permanent 
teams and the temporary project teams of interest to the present study. In the literature 
reviewed, no previous research was found that had created a generally accepted 
definitive list of project team performance measures. 
2.4.2 Project Team Performance Measures 
As no definite list of measures existed in the literature, and the relevant articles included 
many criteria and methods of identifying the performance measures, the objective was 
to have the smallest possible set of measures to facilitate the assessment process while 
having sufficient detail to enable their use for diagnostic purposes (Robertson 2004). As 
well, the measures needed to be utilised by most organisations so project managers 
could provide feedback. 
The literature provided an extensive list of performance measures, methods of 
identifying or creating performance measures and methods of assessing team health 
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using a number of criteria or measures. The team performance measures in the literature 
included the project success measures identified previously of time, cost, scope and 
customer satisfaction. The three pillars were the most generally referenced in the project 
team performance literature. Cohen and Bailey’s (1997) undertook a study of 13 project 
teams and concluded that the common performance measures used included budget, 
schedule, and delivery of scope. Brannick and Prince (1997) conducted a survey of team 
measures and found that primarily team performance measurement focuses on the team 
outcomes (time, cost, scope and customer satisfaction). Most organisations use these 
measures because they are much easier to determine and assess than other measures 
(Robertson 2004). In contrast, only ten per cent of managers in organisations that 
recognise the important of teamwork have specific measures of team performance 
(Thamhain 2005). Additionally, Brannick and Prince (1997) suggest that team 
performance should be measured using the performance goals set for team success, that 
is, the reason for the team’s existence in the first place. Wysocki (2002) agrees and 
suggests that the same set of characteristics should be used to measure team 
performance and project success. Based on these findings, the use of team performance 
measures other than the quadruple pillars being used as project success measures was 
considered unnecessary for this study. Project managers based on the literature reviewed 
would most likely have limited experience with other team performance measures, may 
not have used team performance measures other than the three pillars, and may not be 
able to relate their significance to TBAs performed on a successful project. 
The thesis has used the standard quadruple pillars to measure team performance and 
project success, namely cost, time, scope and customer satisfaction, as suggested by 
Wysocki (2002) in his book Building effective project teams. By using this standard set 
of measures, the thesis met its objectives of having a succinct set of performance 
measures to facilitate the assessment process, measures utilised by most organisations, 
and sufficient measures to enable the collection of information during the analysis stage. 
2.5 Generic Factors 
This section reviews literature on the three generic factors, as used by Thamhain (1990), 
refer to Figure 5, and their importance for grouping TBAs in association with project 
success measures. Thamhain used the generic factors to group activities performed in 
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identifying drivers and barriers to project success. This sub-section will review their 
applicability for associating TBAs to project success measures. Thamhain and 
Wilemon’s (1987) studies suggest project team results are influenced by the 
effectiveness of organisational support, project design and definition and people 
management, as shown in Figure 11 (Thamhain 1990, 1998, 2005, 2006). In their 
survey of different team performance models, Brannick and Prince (1997) observed that 
teams are generally analysed at three different levels: individual, team, and organisation. 
The models tend to group team functioning into three levels as part of transforming 
inputs through team processes into team outputs or results. Studies suggest that team 
building characteristics that ultimately impact on performance depend on many factors 
related to people, team and organisational issues (Brannick & Prince 1997). Also, 
action-centred leadership refers to the three factors as part of the team building process 
(Rae 1998). This thesis, similar to other team building studies, used these three generic 
factors to associate TBAs to project success measures: i.e. people management, project 
design and definition and organisational support. The next three sub-sections briefly 
define these factors. 
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Inputs
Process
Outputs
Major Inputs
Resources
Project Mission
Major Outputs
On time
On Budget
Agree scope
Customer Satisfaction
Team Performance
Team Performance
Influence Performance 
Organisational Support
Project design and definition
People Management
 
Figure 11 Generic factors influence team performance and outputs  
2.5.1 People Management 
The scope of people management varied throughout the literature. The people 
management category included activities that impacted team members’ personal and 
professional needs. These activities have the strongest impact on individual 
performance (Brannick & Prince 1997; Robbins, Millett & Waters-Marsh 2004; 
Thamhain 2004c). People management includes providing stimulating work, recruiting 
the right team members, resolving negative conflict within the team, ensuring effective 
communications within the team and across organisational lines, and developing a team 
culture supportive of team members. 
2.5.2 Project Design and Definition 
The scope of the project design and definition category, sometimes referred to as team 
or project level, varies in the literature. The scope includes defining interfaces within 
and external to the team, defining and developing communication channels and 
identifying work transfer mechanisms. The conventional project management systems 
include developing a project charter, developing a project organisation chart, defining 
reporting and authority relationships, stipulating reporting relationships, task matrix and 
writing job descriptions (Thamhain 2005; Thamhain & Wilemon 1999; Thomsett 1989). 
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The way project managers distribute, assign and present work is flexible and has a 
significant influence on team performance and ultimately project success (Thamhain 
2004c). 
2.5.3 Organisational Support 
The scope of organisational support includes creating stability, providing staff, 
involving management, and aligning organisational and project goals, objectives and 
priorities (Robbins, Millett & Waters-Marsh 2004). These can all be provided to the 
project team by general management outside the direct project team or through 
management working with the project team. Senior management supporting a project 
team can provide an organisation culture conducive to teamwork (Thamhain 2005). One 
of Thamhain’s (2004c) studies looked at organisational influences that best facilitate 
project team performance. The major influences suggested were professionally 
stimulating and challenging work, opportunities for accomplishment and recognition, 
the capacity to resolve conflict, clear project objectives that align with organisational 
objectives and team members with the skill set to complete the project. 
2.6 Summary 
This chapter has defined and used the relevant literature to describe TBAs, project 
success measures, and project team performance measures. Also, the literature review  
identified the team building hierarchical model, developed by Thamhain, and populated 
the model, as shown in Figure 12 for further analysis. The four success measures 
identified were schedule, budget, scope and customer satisfaction. These measures were 
also identified as the most significant for team performance. The three pillars of 
schedule, budget and scope were given more emphasis in the literature than customer 
satisfaction. Sixteen TBAs were identified from Thamhain’s studies and cross-
referenced to other literature on team building. 
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Team Building Factors
Successful Project
Project Success Measures
Project On 
Schedule
Project On 
Budget
Agreed 
Scope 
Delivered
Customer 
Satisfied 
 
- Build commitment - Build high performance image 
- Develop communications channels - Conduct team building sessions 
- Develop organisational interfaces  Create proper rewards system 
- Empower staff - Define team structure 
- Ensure senior management support - Define work structure 
- Plan the project with the team - Foster a culture of continuous 
support and improvement 
- Provide direction and leadership - Manage conflict 
- Staff the team properly - Stimulate enthusiasm, excitement 
and professional interest 
Generic Factors
Organisational 
Support
Project Design 
and Definition
People 
Management
Goal
Objectives
Sub-Objectives
Alternatives
 
Figure 12 Team Building Hierarchy 
The next chapter develops a research methodology to confirm the population of the 
team building hierarchy model, and to determine the relative priority of TBAs (not 
addressed in the literature) and to establish how the key TBAs are implemented on 
successful projects. The research methodology will need to overcome shortcomings in 
the literature including — no definitive list of TBAs, no comparison of the importance 
of TBAs for project success, the relationship between TBAs and project success 
measures being at best implied, and TBA implementation description generally through 
the literature being for fields other than IT business projects. 
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Chapter 3. Research Methodology 
This chapter describes and justifies the research methodology used in this study to 
investigate team building on successful projects. The chapter also describes the steps 
taken to complete the research. The research methodology utilised the analytic hierarchy 
process (AHP), expert forum, electronic questionnaires and interviews. The approach 
selected was based on Thomas Saaty’s (Saaty 2001) AHP (Saaty 2001) and the research 
approach used by Berrell and Smith (1996). Finally, the chapter describes the thematic 
analysis performed on qualitative data on the implementation TBAs obtained from 
interview responses. 
3.1 Background to Methodology 
The study used the methodology of evaluation research as described by Alkaabi (1999) 
and Trochim (2007). Evaluation research is described as the process of systematically 
acquiring and assessing information to provide useful feedback about objectives. The 
process commenced by using literature reviewed to identify TBAs, project success 
measures and a hierarchical model linking TBAs to project success. The study then 
selected and used a multi-criteria decision making (MCDM) approach to determine the 
relative importance of the TBAs for project success. AHP (Saaty 2001) was selected as 
the MCMD approach. Using AHP required the use of other tools including 
questionnaires, interviews and forums to complete the study. Based on Yin’s (2003) 
recommendations, “what” and “which” type questions were addressed using 
questionnaires, incorporating AHP pairwise comparison questions.  “How”, why” and 
“describe” questions, that assess data obtained from questionnaires, were investigated 
using interviews (Yin 2003). A forum was used to test the questionnaire and confirm 
TBAs and project success measures obtained from the literature. 
Saaty’s (1990a; 1990b; 2001; 2006) analytical hierarchical model uses goal, objectives, 
groupings and activities. For this study the “goal” was to deliver a successful project, 
the objectives were called project success measures, the groupings were called “generic 
factors” and the sixteen TBAs were the activities, as shown in Figure 13. While 
Thamhain (1990) showed inputs to outputs going down the page, Saaty’s AHP model 
shows the goal at the top of the page going down to activities. The AHP hierarchical 
approach enabled a large and complex question to be decomposed into a number of 
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smaller questions whose answers could be combined to provide an overall answer. AHP 
enabled the relative importance of project objectives, groupings and activities to be 
summarised across the surveyed group. Interviews enabled the overall answer to be 
confirmed and data collected on the implementation of TBA. See Table 3 for a linkage 
of thesis questions to the team building hierarchy model. 
Team Building Factors
Successful Project
Project Success Measures
Project On 
Schedule
Project On 
Budget
Agreed 
Scope 
Delivered
Customer 
Satisfied 
 
- Build commitment  - Build high performance image  
- Develop communications channels  - Conduct team building sessions  
- Develop organizational interfaces   Create proper rewards system  
- Empower staff  - Define team structure  
- Ensure senior management suppo rt  - Define work structure  
- Plan the project with the team  - Foster a culture of continuous 
support and improvement  
- Provide direction and leadership  - Manage Conflict  
- Staff the team properly  - Stimulate enthusiasm, excitement 
and professional interest  
Generic Factors
Organisational 
Support
Project Design 
and Definition
People 
Management
Goal
Objectives
Groupings
Alternatives
 
Figure 13 Team Building Hierarchy Model 
3.2 Research Approach Selection 
The research questions required the evaluation of multiple criteria to determine the 
importance of each TBA for project success. By determining the relative importance of 
each TBA the study was able to focus on the final thesis question, “How are TBAs 
implemented on successful projects?” 
3.2.1 Selection of AHP for Multi-Criteria Decision Making 
A number of different models and approaches for resolution of MCDM problems have 
been proposed with different computational methods for their application. Saaty (2006) 
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performed a comparison of group decision making methods including five methods of 
structuring problems, nine methods of ordering and ranking activities and four methods 
of structuring and measuring solutions. Saaty’s comparison added to the debate 
regarding the importance of MCDM and added to the criteria to evaluate the use of 
MCDM. Saaty concluded that in spite of the ongoing research in the area, there is still 
no satisfactory theoretical framework that supports the selection of a specific MCDM 
method for a particular application. This same conclusion had been reached earlier by 
Triantaphyllou (2000). MCDM methods include AHP, Multiple-Attribute Global 
Inference of Quality, Goal Programming, ELECTRE, PROMETHEE, Data 
Envelopment Analysis and Evidential Reasoning Approach. 
According to Saaty (2001; 2006) and other researchers, the benefits of the AHP 
approach are that it focuses on developing a conclusion and enables complex problems 
with many factors and activities to be explained. Through decomposition of the 
problem, factors can be examined and their importance established. The AHP approach 
uses a hierarchical structure that provides a visual representation of the problem; 
ensures that an adequate analysis of the problem is performed to create the hierarchical 
structure. It allows the knowledge and experience of experts to be harnessed; enables 
experts to express their priorities or preference quantitatively; enables the impact of 
weights to be readily understood, contributes to the transparency of the result obtained; 
permits differences in opinions to be identified and an overall result to be quantified; 
helps AHP subjects to participate in providing qualitative analysis of quantified results  
The results can be clearly explained and justified with an audit trail of qualified and 
quantified reasoning (Alkaabi 1999; Berrell & Smith 1996; Bertolini, Braglia & 
Carmignani 2006; Caliskan 2006; Cheng, Li & Ho 2002; Crock 1993; Forman & Gass 
2001; Forman & Selly 2007; Gandhi 2005; Hanne 1999; Koo 2007; McCaffrey 2005; 
Mustafa & Al-Bahar 1991; Thorn & Dixon 2006; Triantaphyllou 2000; Zhao 2002). 
The choice between alternative MCDM models was based on their performance against 
logical soundness, transparency, ease of use, data requirements, time requirements, 
resource requirements, audit trail, software availability and a review of other studies 
using AHP (Alkaabi 1999; Berrell & Smith 1996; Bertolini, Braglia & Carmignani 
2006; Caliskan 2006; Forman & Gass 2001; Forman et al. 2007; Forman & Selly 2007; 
Gandhi 2005; Koo 2007; Saaty 2001). AHP was selected for several reasons including 
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that AHP has been used in numerous doctoral dissertations, by many organisations, for 
resolution of business problems and for thousands of journal articles (Galbraith 1993; 
Robertson 2004). The pairwise comparison approach was easily explained to research 
participants and required them to have limited technical competences and hence 
understanding of the complexities of AHP (Forman & Selly 2007). Pairwise comparison 
enabled MPDs to consider the relative importance of multiple objectives and activities 
that often have conflicting effects on the success of a project without being immersed in 
the complexity of providing a result (Alkaabi 1999; Berrell & Smith 1996; Forman et al. 
2007; Zhao 2002). Also, the pairwise comparison technique enabled the study 
questionnaires to be completed quickly by subjects who had limited time. The AHP 
hierarchical approach with pairwise comparison enabled the study’s objectives to be 
broken down into small questions that allowed subjects instinctively to make sound but 
rapid judgements (Saaty 2006). The approach enables additional factors to be inserted 
into the hierarchy without impacting the pairwise comparison already performed. The 
hierarchical approach makes aggregation of pairwise comparisons relatively 
straightforward in determining an overall result. The results were easily explainable to 
research participants for confirmation at interviews (McCaffrey 2005; Saaty 2006). 
Additionally, AHP was selected because AHP calculations can be readily performed 
using Excel or Expert Choice (EC) software. AHP and EC are used in over 57 countries 
and over 90 universities worldwide (Berrell & Smith 1996). 
Limitations of AHP as a methodology 
A trade-off between the perfect modelling tool and usability of the model needs to be 
achieved. AHP has broken through the academic barrier with the approach being used 
widely by academic practitioners (Ishizaka & Labib 2009). However, AHP still has a 
number of critics. This sub-section discusses some of the criticisms of AHP. These 
criticisms have been related to the major steps of AHP; problem modelling, weights 
valuation and weights aggregation. 
AHP problem modelling limitations 
A limitation or disadvantage of pairwise comparison is the number of activities that can 
be readily evaluated as the comparison matrixes can become very large (Saaty 2001). 
To overcome this shortcoming Berrell and Smith (Alkaabi 1999; Dodgson et al. 2001) 
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used a linear rating scale (LRS) based on Galbraith (Forman & Gass 2001; Forman et al. 
2007; Forman & Selly 2007) to allocate priority weightings where the number of factors 
being considered exceeds Saaty’s recommendation of nine factors (Forman et al. 2007; 
Forman & Selly 2007). For the sixteen TBAs identified in the literature review, a LRS 
was utilised rather than AHP’s normal method of pairwise judgements, similar to the 
approach used by Berrell and Smith (1996) in comparing different organisational 
structures at an Australian university. 
Hierarchical concerns include that the researcher can fix the desired outcome by 
changing the structure of the hierarchy to observe how the desired outcome may be 
achieved i.e. backwardly engineering the result (Alkaabi 1999). Also, the elements in 
one level of the hierarchy may not be related to those above them in the hierarchy. To 
avoid this potential criticism of the research a business model, developed by Thamhain 
(1990), was utilised. 
AHP weights valuation limitations 
The one to nine scale, recommended by Saaty (1990a; 1990b) has the potential to be 
internally inconsistent. In pairwise comparison, A may be scored 3 in relation to B, 
while B is scored 5 relative to C but a potential score of 15 for A relative to C is not 
possible on the 1-9 scale. Theoretically, there is no reason to restrict research to using 
these numbers or verbal graduations (Ishizaka & Labib 2009). 
Other criticisms of using a one to nine scale included: select values are bounded as 
opposed to unbounded data (Alkaabi 1999); the link between the points on the 1-9 scale 
and the corresponding verbal description is theoretically unfounded (Triantaphyllou 
2000); the highly subjective nature of preference weights rapid elicitation can lead to 
questions of validity (Qureshi & Harrison 2003). 
AHP weights aggregation limitations 
AHP and other MCDM may not provide the exact ranking, due to some abnormalities, 
particularly when criteria being compared have different units of measure or no 
effective unit of measure (Triantaphyllou 2000). Also, the method of estimating relative 
weights for ranking has been the subject of debate with different methods suggested, 
such as the eigenvalue method used in this research (Alkaabi 1999). Finally, the 
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introduction of new criteria can change the relative ranking between the original 
criteria. This ranking reversal phenomenon was first reported by Belton & Gear (1983). 
These AHP ranking limitations may result in the final rankings not being widely 
accepted (Qureshi & Harrison 2003). To address this potential problem the rankings 
were shared with MPDs who confirmed the rankings and the relative importance of 
criteria. 
This paragraph summarises the limitations of AHP and the research mitigation approach 
taken. In order to validate that AHP could be utilised, the relevance of the linkage 
between factors at different levels, the success measures selected were appropriate and 
the TBAs identified were the critical ones for project success a forum was conducted 
with MPDs. Ranking and hierarchal limitations were also mitigated by holding the 
forum with MPDs to confirm the four project success measures and sixteen TBAs and, 
to validate the result obtained using AHP. The criticism of AHP weights composition 
being potentially counterintuitive where the factors in one level do not relate to all the 
elements at another higher level was mitigated by using the hierarchical model structure 
developed by Thamhain (1990).  The view that inconsistency in judgements by experts 
in performing pairwise comparison can be considered a data input error in AHP and that 
the method of estimating relative weights using the eigenvalue method may lead to 
unsubstantiated results was mitigated by interviewing experts to obtain their verification 
and explanation of research results. 
3.2.2 Expert Choice 
EC was developed for the analysis, synthesis and justification of complex problems 
(Caliskan 2006). Professor Forman (Forman et al. 2007) developed the EC software to 
support studies using AHP decision making. EC was modelled on AHP to enable the 
hierarchical model to be stored in a logical fashion. The software enables factors in a 
problem to be isolated for pairwise comparison where the importance of one factor can 
be compared with another in regard to a single criterion or objective. This feature was 
used in this study to evaluate the relative importance of project success measures and 
generic factors. EC assists with structuring the problems hierarchy and combines all 
judgements into an integrated result that shows each factor’s relative priority based on 
importance judgements (Robertson 2004). 
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3.3 Instruments Used in Data Collection and Analysis 
The major instruments used in the thesis were the analytic hierarchy process (AHP), 
questionnaires and expert opinion. An explanation of each of these instruments follows. 
3.3.1 Analytic Hierarchy Process 
The major steps suggested for AHP and followed for this thesis are shown in Table 2. A 
discussion of each of the thesis steps suggested by Saaty (2001) and used by Berrell and 
Smith (1996) follows, using headings shown in bold in the table. The method followed 
was based closely on Berrell and Smith’s approach to AHP. 
Table 2 AHP Steps 
Steps AHP Steps Thesis Step 
Analytical Hierarchy 
Development 
Disaggregates the question 
using a model that displays 
the question’s key elements 
and their relationships. 
Developed team building 
hierarchy, refer to literature 
review. 
Forum with Experts The forum was used to 
validate that AHP was  
suitable for performing the 
thesis analysis including 
confirming that four success 
measures are adequate, the 
key TBAs elicited from the 
literature are the major TBAs 
and that the TBAs are related 
to project success. 
Held forum with eleven 
subject matter experts to 
validate approach and 
confirm draft hierarchical 
model. 
Pairwise Comparison 
and Ranking 
Alternatives 
Represent the judgements 
with meaningful numbers. 
MPDs responded to the 
questionnaire by providing 
judgements using pairwise 
comparison and LRS. 
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Steps AHP Steps Thesis Step 
Create Overall 
Priority Results 
Synthesis results to develop 
an overall outcome. 
Used EC, SPSS and Excel to 
aggregate individual MPD 
results. 
Confirmation of 
Priorities 
Review results with experts 
to confirm overall outcome. 
Interviewed MPDs to 
confirm overall outcome and 
to increase understanding of 
overall result. 
 
Analytical Hierarchy Development 
AHP breaks questions down in order to allow the aggregation of judgements made on 
groupings and activities to be aggregated into a conclusion. The rationale for the key 
question of “How are the significant TBAs implemented on successful IT business 
projects?” was discussed in section 1.1. This step of AHP allows the researcher to 
model a complex problem in a hierarchical structure showing the relationship of the 
goal, objectives, groupings and alternatives, refer to Figure 14. The figure shows a 
hierarchy with four objectives, three groupings and sixteen alternatives — the same 
dimensions as the team building hierarchy for this study. 
Alternatives
Sub-Objectives
Objectives
Goal Goal
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Figure 14 Decision Hierarchy 
This step aligns more with the “model establishment” stage when compared to classical 
problem solution techniques. The most important concern in the hierarchy is the 
elements at each level and the relationships between these elements. With this model, 
the main purpose is to measure the effect of the relative priority of the elements at each 
level to the goal of the model (Mustafa & Al-Bahar 1991). The model once created can 
be used again to evaluate changes in objectives and alternatives without redoing all 
judgements. Table 3 disaggregates the thesis question “What is the relative importance 
of each TBA for project success?” into a number of questions to enable aggregation to 
obtain a result. 
Table 3 Research questions x-reference to Team Building Hierarchy Model 
AHP Model Thesis Questions 
Goal What is the relative importance of each TBA for project success? 
Objective What is the relative importance of success measures for project 
success? 
Sub-objective What is the relative importance of generic factors (people 
management, project design and definition and organisational 
support) for achieving project success measures? 
Alternatives Which TBAs assist most with people management, project design 
and definition, and organisational support on successful projects? 
 
Forum with Experts 
The second step elicited the experience of participants in a forum to develop or confirm 
the hierarchical model (Robertson 2004). Berrell and Smith (Berrell & Smith 1996; 
Saaty 2001) explained the forum as a nominal group technique that creates or confirms 
the priority list. The forum confirms the elements at each level of the hierarchy are of 
the same order of magnitude and capable of being related to all the elements in the next 
highest level (Caliskan 2006; Saaty 1990b). The hierarchy can be used to explain how 
the priority of each alternative was calculated. This procedure enables the content of the 
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hierarchical model to be judged as having sufficient content validity (Saaty 1990b, 
2001). 
Pairwise Comparison 
In this step relationships are established between the factors at each level of the 
hierarchy by comparison of the factors in pairs. Pairwise comparison determines the 
relative importance of the factors at each level of the hierarchy, subject to the 
constraints of the level above. Saaty (2006) suggests that when group priorities are 
obtained using questionnaires, or results are inconsistent, participants should be 
interviewed to ascertain the underlying reasoning for factor rankings. Pairwise 
comparison was performed using the one to nine scale described by Saaty (1990a; 
1990b) where one represents both factors as equally important, and a value greater than 
one indicates one factor is more important than another. Participants were directed that 
three represents weakly more important, five represents strongly more important, seven 
represents very strongly more important, nine represents absolutely more important and 
2, 4, 6, 8 are intermediate values.  
Ranking Alternatives 
Alternatives represent the different choices of action available to the decision maker. 
For MCDM the number of alternatives is assumed to be finite (Berrell, Gloet & Smith 
1993). Alternatives were ranked using LRS in preference to pairwise comparison as the 
number of alternatives exceeded nine (Saaty 2001). The alternative ranking system used 
was the same as that used by Berrell and Smith (1996). Alternatives were ranked based 
on their importance for achievement of the objective one level higher in the hierarchy 
by subjects using an LRS scale of 0 to 100. The most important alternatives receive a 
rating of 100 and all other alternatives receive a comparative score from 0 to 100.  
Create Overall Priority Results 
The priorities developed from judgements are synthesised down the hierarchy by a 
process of weighting, to go from local priorities derived from judgements with respect 
to a single objective to global priorities of alternatives. This enables the overall priority 
of objectives and groupings to be reflected in the overall ranking of alternatives. 
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Confirmation of Priorities 
The ranking of objectives, groupings and alternatives developed for each level of the 
hierarchy and the overall rankings are confirmed using interviews with experts who 
completed the questionnaires. Saaty (2006) suggests this step when questionnaires are 
used to collect pairwise judgements in order to confirm priorities with participants, and 
to obtain qualitative information regarding the meaning of results. 
3.3.2 Questionnaire 
AHP uses pairwise comparison to collect judgements. Saaty (1990a) suggests where 
group sessions cannot be organised or individual judgements may be biased in a group 
situation that a pairwise questionnaire be utilised. As the objective was to obtain expert 
feedback from project experts throughout Australia a questionnaire-based process was 
selected. AHP, EC and Excel provided the technical method to collect the judgements 
and to calculate overall results from questionnaires. The accuracy of the overall results 
was confirmed by interviewing of subjects as suggested by Saaty (1996). 
The questionnaire was validated by the eleven subject matter experts attending the 
research forum.  The questionnaire was similar to a structured interview or survey in 
that the questions were detailed and developed in advance. The questionnaire results 
were able to be analysed in a similar manner to a survey, but the results could only be 
used for analytically generalising about successful projects rather than to enumerate 
statistical generalisations (de Vaus 1995). The validated questionnaire was sent to 
MPDs who agreed to be study subjects. For the selection and representativeness of the 
MPDs surveyed, see 4.1 below. The questionnaires asked MPDs to perform eighteen 
pairwise comparisons, rank sixteen TBAs and optionally suggest additional TBA. The 
format of questions in the questionnaire was based on the approach developed by Saaty 
(2001) and used by Berrell and Smith (2003), that is, closed questions. 
Using a questionnaire increased access to MPDs that could not be easily contacted due 
to time or physical constraints. Many of the MPDs were in states of Australia distant 
from the researcher. The questionnaire was sent to MPDs via email and returned using 
email. Email was selected based on the advantages identified in the literature; these  
include — good for specialised samples; control over who completes the questionnaire;  
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gaining access to selected people; locating selected people; time required to administer  
questionnaire; and cost, particularly travel (Yin 2003). 
3.3.3 Expert Opinion Interviews 
The expert opinion interviews were divided into two parts, firstly determining why a 
factor was given a higher priority and secondly determining how the significant TBAs 
were implemented on successful projects. Part one of the interview allowed MPDs to 
explain judgements made in the AHP analysis. Interview questions corresponded to and 
assisted with analysing data by objective, sub-objective and team building activities, as 
shown in Figure 13. The second part enabled MPDs to explain the implementation of 
TBAs. A full list of the interview questions is presented in Appendix J. 
Although the interviews were focused they were sufficiently flexible to explore the 
varying perceptions presented by each interviewee. The MPDs were able to compare 
and contrast their successful project findings with the AHP results during the interview. 
The documented interview was returned to MPDs to ensure the write-up accurately 
reflected the interviewees’ thoughts rather than the interviewer’s thoughts (Tellis 
1997a). Only minor typographical alterations were received from 2 MPDs. All 
interviewees selected this method over having their interviews taped. 
Figure 15 shows the chronological order of the steps taken to complete the research. 
The steps are described in more detail in Appendix D. 
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Step 2 Forum
Model evaluated by 
forum of IT based 
project managers and 
modif ied based on 
feedback
Step 1 Literature Review
Synthesised literature to 
develop a base model of 
team building activities 
and  project measures 
Step 3 Questionnaire
Project managers complete 
questionnaire, based on 
model, to obtain priority of 
team building activities for 
project success
Step 4 Expert Opinion
Project managers 
interviewed to interpret 
questionnaire results and 
describe implementation of 
team building activities.
Model of Team Building Activities 
linked to Project Success 
Measures
Initial model
Updated based on feedback
Priorities of Team Building 
Activities established for success 
using AHP
Priorities confirmed and 
implementation method established 
to finalise model
Draft model developed
Adjust Model
Calculate priorities
Explained
 
Figure 15 Methodology Process Diagram 
3.3.4 Expert Opinion 
Expert comments were obtained in interviews for two purposes: to finalise the model by 
confirming the overall accuracy of AHP results and to answer this study’s major how 
question of “How are the significant TBAs implemented on successful IT business 
projects?”, as recommended by Saaty (2003) and Yin (Yin 2003) respectively. Saaty 
(Saaty 1990a, 1990b, 2001, 2006) suggests AHP results should be confirmed through 
meeting with questionnaire participants. Yin (2003) evaluates six sources of collecting 
evidence including interviews. For instances of how and why questions, like those in 
this study, Yin suggests that interviews provide an insightful line of inquiry.  
Interpretivists argue that quantitative results, similar to AHP, are not understandable on 
their own and should be part of wider investigations that include the softer, qualitative, 
aspects of the situation (Mingers 2006). Interpretivism takes the meaning and 
interpretation, the motives and intentions, that people use to direct their behaviour and 
elevates them to a central place in the social theory and research. Interpretive research 
seeks to discover why people do what they do by uncovering largely tacit knowledge 
and motives which provide the stimulus for their actions. Through interviews the world 
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experience of the research subjects can be entered from the “inside” and their views and 
motives discovered rather than imposed from an “outsider’s” or researcher’s point of 
view (Blaikie 2000). 
By conducting the interviews, complex relationships that have more than a single set of 
outcomes can be investigated (de Vaus 1995). Interviews enable MPDs to provide 
qualitative information regarding AHP results and the implementation of TBAs. Other 
sources of evidence suggested by Yin (Tellis 1997a), including: project documentation, 
archival records, direct observation, participant observation and physical artefacts, 
would be unable to provide qualitative information regarding both AHP results and the 
implementation of TBAs. 
The interviews were focused in that participants were interviewed for a short period of 
time and followed a set script of questions (Tellis 1997b). Where people are able to give 
their answers verbally, open-ended questions were used as recommended (McCaffrey 
2005). The open-ended interview questions enable MPDs to comment on and verify the 
quantitative results obtained from the AHP analysis and to describe the implementation 
of the significant TBAs on a successful project. Interviewees were documented and a 
write-up was sent to the interview participant to confirm understanding and 
interpretation of comments. These write-ups included a number of figures described by 
participants during the interview. 
The objectives of obtaining multiple expert opinions on findings are summarised below. 
The MPDs assisted in checking quantitative results obtained from the AHP analysis 
performed (Tellis 1997a). By using multiple experts the research design enabled 
multiple sources of data, multiple sources of explanation of results and triangulation of 
results and comments to increase the overall validity and reliability of the study (Yin 
2003). Using multiple approaches with AHP increased the overall quality of data being 
used to develop research findings (Tellis 1997a). Using experts’ opinion uncovered 
important information that quantitative techniques like AHP obscure (Tellis 1997b; Yin 
2003). By interviewing experts the study goes beyond the quantitative statistical results 
of AHP and explains the conditions and perspectives of the MPDs directly involved 
with successful projects. The interviews enabled the discovery of comparative 
approaches used by project managers, particularly in the implementation of TBAs 
(Saaty 2006). The number of interviews with experts was sufficient to obtain replication 
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in MPDs answering of focused questions. Gaining replication in interviews increased 
the confidence in the robustness of the theory being established and also that results 
were generalisable beyond the immediate case being investigated (Tellis 1997b). 
The weaknesses of interviews as a method to obtain expert opinion include bias, poor 
recall, incomplete recollection, reflexivity of responses by the interviewer and poor or 
inaccurate articulation (2003, pp. 10, 52-3). Yin, Tellis and Saaty (Karlsen et al. 2006) 
suggest using multiple sources of evidence to corroborate interview data. Multiple 
sources of evidence were created by using 31 MPDs to complete pairwise comparison 
questionnaires and interviewing six MPDs to corroborate findings and interpret results.  
3.4 Research Participants’ Expertise 
In qualitative research, there are no rules for sample size, nor do the cases need to be 
randomly selected (Tellis, 1997a: 3). The sample depends on what the researcher wants 
to know; the purpose of the inquiry, how the findings will be used and what can be done 
within the available timeframe and resource constraints (Paton, 1980). Yin (PMI 2000) 
suggests the evidence from multiple case studies can be more compelling and therefore 
regarded as more vigorous. Case studies, like experiments, are generalisable to 
theoretical propositions and not to populations or universes. Multiple case studies do not 
result in a study representing a “sample” capable of statistical generalisation. However, 
the strength of analytical generalisation increases similar to performing multiple 
experiments. By using multiple MPDs representing multiple successful projects the 
replicated results became more powerful than those from a single case study, 
particularly as the cases are to some extent different from each other. 
Prior project studies have used project team members as participants including line 
managers, users, senior management, who could see project team building from a 
different perspective, as was the case in one study performed in Europe (Pallant 2005). 
Some studies use conference attendees on project management, team building or 
university students. The present study used AIPM-accredited MPDs as participants and 
subjects. The selection of MPDs offered the opportunity to maximise what can be 
learned, within the limited timeframe, by using a willing group with proven subject 
expertise (Charmaz 2006; Yin 2003). Project managers, similar to those taking part in 
this study have been used in other project studies. Project managers, as project leaders, 
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were selected because many of the team building activities of interest to the study are 
performed by them and they have the primary responsibility for delivering a successful 
project. Future studies can look at team building from other project team members or 
senior management perspectives. 
AIPM requires project managers to have a high level of project knowledge and 
experience to obtain MPD accreditation. Applicants are tested as part of accreditation to 
ensure they have an in-depth understanding of the project management body of 
knowledge (PMBOK) (PMI 2000) and sound project management experience. The 
credentials and experience of the MPDs involved in the study are further detailed in 
Chapter 4. Throughout the study the MPDs were directed to use their experience on a 
successful project to provide input to the thesis. Future studies can contrast the findings 
of this study on team building in successful projects with those found on other projects 
including projects that failed or are cancelled. 
The method applied was approved by the RMIT Business Human Research Ethics Sub-
Committee. A list of AIPM accredited project managers was obtained from a nationally 
listed Australian management and technology consulting organisation with international 
branches. The consulting firm has no formal methodology or team building 
philosophies for project management. The organisation often uses client methodologies 
and procedures to complete IT business projects. The list contained over 150 names that 
had AIPM accreditation. The highest AIPM accreditation obtainable by consultants was 
MPD. The list contained approximately 50 MPDs. Some MPDs had left the 
organisation but still agreed to be subjects and participants in the study. The researcher 
started from the top of the list, phoning MPDs to invite ten participants to a forum. 
Fifteen were contacted, all of these agreed to be part of the study but five had other 
commitments on the day of the forum. The remainder of the list, that were contactable, 
became subjects to complete the studies questionnaire. Questionnaires were emailed to 
subjects and returned on average within a day. Nineteen could not be contacted while 
pairwise questionnaires were being completed. The six questionnaire subjects who 
agreed to be further involved became the interview participants. All MPDs invited to be 
involved in the research were provided with an introductory letter (refer to Appendix E) 
and gave their informed consent to be involved while at the forum or by returning the 
pairwise questionnaire. 
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3.5 Data Analysis 
Data was generated from forum questionnaires, study questionnaires and interviews. 
The questionnaires were analysed using AHP. They were initially entered into Excel, as 
the primary quantitative research database. Forum questions were then analysed using 
Excel, EC and SPSS and study questionnaires were analysed using Excel and EC. AHP 
calculations were performed using EC. Excel was used to analyse the rankings of TBAs 
and to create overall results. SPSS was used to provide boxplot graphs to analyse TBAs 
rankings by MPDs. MPDs’ experience information from questionnaires was recorded in 
and analysed using Excel. 
Each interview was written up using Microsoft Word and sent back to the interviewee, 
in softcopy via email, for confirmation. Interview notes were then analysed using 
thematic analysis to identify, analyse and report themes within the data. Thematic 
analysis was chosen in preference to other analytical methods that seek to describe 
patterns across qualitative data, for example thematic DA, thematic decomposition 
analysis, IPA and grounded theory.  Thematic analysis was chosen for the flexibility in 
approach allowed, as it is not bound to any pre-existing theoretically framework and it 
allows understanding of everyday people’s experiences, in great detail, in order to 
understand the phenomenon in question (Braun & Clarke 2006).  
Themes were used to capture important information in the interviews in relation to the 
research questions. Themes were identified in the interview data by their prevalence 
across a number of interviews and the emphasis given to them by interviewees. To 
perform the thematic analysis, the first stage in analysing the data was taking the 
interview write-ups and confirming them with interviewees to ensure the transcription 
retained the information presented by the interview in the “true” origin of its original 
nature (Poland 2002). The interview notes were then transcribed into a form suitable for 
thematic analysis by collating the set of all interview responses into a set of responses 
by the specific questions the research was focusing on to enable searching for themes. 
The responses were then coded and collated within specific questions. Coding involved 
the use of labels to identified discrete ideas, happenings, events and categories so as to 
group concepts together (Blaikie 2000). In this sense the analysis was data-driven. In 
the next stage, the themes, sub-themes and the relationship between them was identified 
by further analysing the coded data to create a draft thematic map. The draft thematic 
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map was then refined at two levels. Level one involved reviewing at the level of the 
code data extracts and organising them into a coherent pattern. This process required 
determining which sub-themes and data should be included under which themes, 
particularly for themes identified with regard to implementation of TBAs where many 
concepts went across many TBAs. Level two involved a similar process, but across the 
entire data set and focused on creating higher level themes across all TBAs. With 
reference to the existing literature, the themes were then named, defined and linked to 
TBAs. In discussing themes identified in the research findings, comparisons were made 
with existing literature. The literature reviewed was extensive, particularly for TBAs, 
and provided additional insights into the findings and overall area of research discussed. 
The discussions was performed initially at level one, the specific question level, and 
then at level two, across the entire data set. As a final step in the thematic analysis 
process, the objectives of the study were revisited to determine whether they had been 
successfully addressed, and a framework for additional research presented. 
3.6 Summary of the Methodology 
This chapter has outlined the research methodology used in this study. The study 
selected AHP from a number of MCDM activities. The study methodology was based 
on Saaty’s AHP as implemented by Berrell and Smith. Expert Choice was the primary 
software package selected to perform AHP calculations. Questionnaires were selected to 
collect judgements from study subjects. Interviews were selected to collect qualitative 
data from project experts. Focused interviews were designed using open-ended 
questions to confirm results obtained from questionnaires and to determine, from 
MPDs, the implementation of significant TBAs in successful projects. Interview data 
was analysed using thematic analysis to identify themes at two levels; by the questions 
the research was focused on and then across the entire breadth of the research. The 
themes identified were subsequently used to underpin discussions of findings. The 
triangulation of AHP results using interviews increased the overall reliability of the 
study. 
The next chapter reports on the details of the processes performed using the study 
methodology, the analysis performed on the study data using the instruments described 
in this section, the study’s AHP findings and expert analysis of the findings. 
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Chapter 4. Results and Analysis 
This section commences by detailing the process associated with using the research 
methodology described in the prior chapter including the MPDs involved in the study. 
The section then presents the results obtained from the forum held and the survey 
performed. Finally, the expert opinions of MPDs on the relative rankings of project 
success measures and generic factors obtained from survey results are presented to 
supplement the literature. The underlying structure of the section follows the team 
building hierarchy of project success measures, generic factors and finally TBAs. The 
expert opinions, of MPDs in interviews, on the implementation of TBAs will be 
presented in Chapter 5. 
4.1 Data Collection Process 
Data collection was undertaken in each of the following major steps, with MPDs 
involved in all stages: forum, survey and interviews. The data was collected between 
July 2006 and January 2007. 
Master Project Director Experience 
A total of 32 MPDs took part in the study. Eleven MPDs participated in the forum and 
completed the forum questionnaire. An additional 21 MPDs completed the study 
survey. Six of those MPDs who completed the study survey were interviewed to 
interpret the results and to describe the performance of TBAs on their successful 
project(s). All project managers were members Master Project Directors (MPDs) of the 
Australian Institute of Project Managers (AIPM). The MPDs surveyed had project 
managed an estimated $8 billion in project expenditure. The successful projects 
described by the MPDs in interviews covered $615 million and a combined 34 years 
elapsed time to complete. The average project surveyed was $20 million and took over a 
year and a half to complete. The projects were half package solution implementations 
and half custom solution developments. All MPDs had over five years experience with 
16 of the 21 surveyed having over ten years project management experience. Over 85 
per cent of projects required ten or more team members with the remainder all requiring 
over five team members. 
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The MPDs’ successful projects covered all states in Australia, with many of the projects 
being implemented across multiple states. One project managed in Australia had direct 
international implications. Staff on the projects reported to the project manager in the 
majority of cases with an additional reporting role to functional or line management. In 
less than ten per cent of cases the team members reported to the line manager rather 
than the project manager. 
Forum Process 
The forum held to assess the suitability of the questionnaire prior to surveying MPDs 
drew on the experience of eleven MPDs. The forum was also attended by this study’s 
thesis supervisor and an industry adviser. For the forum, the questionnaire (refer to 
Appendix F) compared the four pillars and TBAs using AHP and enabled MPDs to 
suggest additional measures of project success and TBAs. The forum established which 
measures of project success were those of most interest and importance to project 
success. TBAs selected were those most used by MPDs on successful projects and 
confirmed the relationship / relevance of TBAs to project success measures. 
The MPDs were provided with background on the thesis and asked to complete the 
forum questionnaire. The researcher’s supervisor conducted the forum to assure the 
independence of the results. The MPDs were asked to complete the forum questionnaire 
based on their experience of delivering a successful IT business project. MPDs ranked 
the relative importance of the four pillars using pairwise judgements. To compare the 
four pillars each MPD performed 6 judgements i.e. In terms of delivering a successful 
project, which of these factors is more important: 
1. Project was on schedule vs Project was on budget 
2. Project was on schedule vs Agreed scope of project was delivered 
3. Project was on schedule vs Customer was satisfied 
4. Project was on budget vs Agreed scope of project was delivered 
5. Project was on budget vs Customer was satisfied 
6. Project was on schedule vs Customer was satisfied 
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This was done by MPDs selecting a value using a figure similar to that shown in Figure 
16. The significance of the values from 1 to 9 is further explained in Appendix H. 
Project was on schedule Project was on budget 
|  | 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
                 
Figure 16 Pairwise comparison example 
MPDs ranked each TBA by relative importance for each project success measure using 
a linear rating scale of zero to a hundred. The MPDs were instructed to rate the TBAs in 
relation to one another, giving one or more TBAs the 100 point maximum rating. 
Additionally, MPDs were invited to add any TBA they felt should be included in the list 
and to rate the added activity relative to the other TBAs being considered. 
Survey Process 
Using a questionnaire similar to that used to obtain data during the forum,  the survey 
built on the forum results by obtaining further independent expert opinion from another 
group of MPDs. The survey used the same project success measures and TBAs that had 
been assessed in the forum and added generic factors similar to those used by Thamhain 
in his studies (Thamhain 1990, 1998). The MPDs were provided with the background 
on the thesis via the “Invitation to Participate in a Research Project” and asked to 
complete a survey (refer to Appendix H). Twenty one surveys were sent and all were 
completed. The survey questionnaire was completed in two parts — pair-wise 
comparison of the four pillars and generic factors, and ranking of TBAs by relevance to 
each of the three generic factors. Figure 17 shows the structure of judgements required 
to perform pairwise comparison of the project success measures and generic factors. 
People Management
Task Definition
Organisational Support
Project on Schedule
People Management
Task Definition
Organisational Support
Project on Budget
People Management
Task Definition
Organisational Support
Project delivered agreed scope
People Management
Task Definition
Organisational Support
Customer was satisfied
Project Success
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Figure 17 Project Success Measures and Generic Factors 
The same sixteen TBAs used in the forum were used again but this time ranked by 
relevance to the generic factors. The MPDs were asked to rate the TBAs in relation to 
one another, placing at least one factor at the highest ranking of 100 points and ranking 
only their next top 5 TBAs. 
Expert Opinion 
Interviews were held with six of the 21 MPDs who completed the survey. The six 
MPDs interviewed provided very similar interpretations of the survey results and 
methods of implementing TBAs. These are presented in the next sub-section. The 
interview format was based on presenting the results obtained from the survey to 
confirm results, and qualitative information on the reasoning behind the results for 
ranking of success measures, generic factors and TBAs. Due to interview time 
constraints, the number of TBAs researched was reduced to allow a more detailed 
analysis of the implementation of the relatively more important TBAs. The interviews 
focused on ascertaining the reason for differences in the relative importance of project 
success measures and generic factors; understanding how to measure the success 
measure deemed most important, and implementation of TBAs by MPDs on their 
successful projects (refer to Appendix J for interview questions). 
Six interviews were performed with six MPDs. Each interview was greater than an 
hour. The MPDs described six different business information technology projects 
performed for Australian and international companies in different business sectors 
including mining, car manufacture, telecommunications, banking and media. The 
projects described by the MPDs cost up to $250 million, lasted more than one year and 
up to three years and mostly involved more than ten people. Two of the MPDs 
described projects where they had a lead role but another person was the overall project 
manager or project leader. Each interview was documented, including diagrams drawn 
during the interviews and sent to MPDs for confirmation and feedback. Two MPDs 
provided feedback on interview write ups. Both MPDs identified typographical 
corrections required. 
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4.2 Forum Results 
Project Success Measures 
MPDs agreed with the four pillars selected for analysis as the project success measures. 
MPDs suggested that while other success measures are used on projects, the four 
primary measures of project success used on successful projects were the four pillars. 
MPDs rated these factors using the AHP pairwise comparison process (Saaty 1990b). 
MPDs consistently indicated that customer satisfaction was more important than the 
other project success measures for project success. Only one MPD thought that 
customer satisfaction was less important than the other three pillars; one thought that 
delivering the project scope was “slightly more important” than customer satisfaction, 
while all the other pairwise judgements by MPDs indicated customer satisfaction as 
more important than the three pillars. Based on these judgements, the Expert Choice 
software calculated customer satisfaction as 49 per cent of the priority in achieving 
project success relative to the other pillars. Scope and schedule were seen as of almost 
equal priority while budget was seen as least important to project success, as shown in 
Table 4. 
Table 4 Project Success Measures – AHP Forum Results 
Project Success Measure AHP Result 
Customer satisfaction 49% 
Project agreed scope delivered 21% 
Project on schedule 18% 
Project on budget 11% 
 
Team Building Activities 
MPDs were given the opportunity to add to the list of TBAs, developed in the literature 
review, and to rank the additional TBAs against the list provided. MPDs suggested the 
following additional TBAs: obtaining iterative sign-off of deliverables by customers;  
developing realistic project estimates; showing cost to budget results in a timely manner 
to the project team; and performing effective risk management. These additional TBAs 
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were not added to those being researched because only one MPD suggested each TBA,  
and none rated the additional TBAs highly in comparison to the other TBAs extracted 
from the literature. 
Each TBA’s relative priority compared with other TBAs for project success, as 
indicated by MPD is shown in Table 5 below. The figures in each cell represent the 
TBA’s score relative to the top scoring TBA. The overall score was calculated by 
multiplying the average TBA score by relative importance of each of the pillars, then 
giving the most important TBA a score of 100 and weighting all other TBAs relative to 
the most important TBA. Even though some TBAs had a low relative score all TBAs 
had an average score of over 50 for at least one of the project success measures. Cell 
highlighting represents relevance to project success measures: red greater than or equal 
80, yellow 50 to 80 and green less than 50. 
Providing direction and leadership was the most important TBA for project success and 
the three pillars. Developing strong communication channels was more important for 
customer satisfaction. Also important for customer satisfaction was ensuring senior 
management support — however both were rated as less important for delivering on 
schedule and the latter less important for delivering to budget. “Defining the work 
structures” and “planning with the project team” were both strongly related to 
achievement of the three pillars but not as important for customer satisfaction. The 
results, although thought provoking, required interpretation by project management 
experts, particularly now the more important TBAs had been identified, to determine 
how TBAs were implemented on successful projects. 
Table 5 TBAs – Forum Results 
Team Building Activities Customer Schedule Scope Budget Overall 
Providing direction and leadership 99 100 100 99 100 
Defining the work structure 66 100 96 100 91 
Staffing the team properly 93 96 86 85 91 
Planning the project with the team 60 100 96 88 87 
Developing strong communications 
channels 
100 64 92 83 85 
Ensuring the support of senior 
management 
97 70 88 67 80 
Defining the team structure 57 81 79 87 76 
Managing dysfunctional conflict and 
problems in a timely manner 
83 76 69 72 75 
Empowering team members 66 83 69 56 69 
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Developing appropriate organisational 
interfaces 
75 63 71 64 69 
Fostering a culture of continuous support 
and improvement 
74 68 52 61 64 
Stimulating enthusiasm, excitement and 
professional interest among the team 
74 80 43 56 64 
Building commitment among team 
members 
51 80 56 53 61 
Building a high performance project 
image 
72 55 36 42 51 
Creating proper rewards for the team 47 56 43 47 49 
Conducting team building exercises and 
sessions 
48 54 28 38 43 
Team Building Activities Suggested by Forum MPDs  
Iterative sign-off on deliverables by 
customer 
13 0 0 0 3 
Realistic estimating 11 11 12 11 11 
Effective risk management 0 11 0 12 6 
Visibility of cost to budget in timely 
manner to team 
0 0 0 11 3 
 
4.3 Survey Results 
The following summarises the results obtained from the survey of 21 MPDs. This 
information was used as the basis for obtaining expert opinion from MPDs to analyse 
the results. 
4.3.1 Project Success Measures 
The comparative importance of the four pillars for delivering project success was based 
on pairwise judgements made by MPDs, and analysed using AHP, as shown in Table 6. 
The vectors show the average score and the inverse of the average score for each 
pairwise comparison performed by MPDs as part of the questionnaire using the 1–9 
scale described in chapter 3.3.1. The overall priority was calculated, as recommended 
by Saaty (1990a; 1990b), by dividing the sum of the scores for a project success 
measure by the sum of the scores for the four pillars expressed as a percentage. 
Table 6 Project Success Measures relative priority – survey results 
Goal: Project Successful Schedule Budget Scope Customer Overall Priority 
Schedule 1.00 4.00 1.90 0.49 29% 
Budget 0.25 1.00 0.67 0.24 9% 
Scope 0.53 1.50 1.00 0.19 13% 
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Customer 2.05 4.24 5.20 1.00 49% 
 
Pairwise comparison by MPDs indicated that customer satisfaction has the highest 
priority in achieving project success in comparison to other success measures. The 
pairwise comparison questions answer by MPDs for the forum and the survey were the 
same. The survey and forum results were consistent with customer satisfaction being the 
most important. Customer satisfaction was selected as more important than scope by all 
MPDs, budget by 94 per cent of MPDs and schedule by 65 per cent of MPDs (refer to 
Table 7). The cells were calculated by dividing a count of the number of times a success 
measure was more important than the comparative measure by a count of the total 
number of positive and negative comparisons expressed as a percentage. Schedule 
achievement was given a higher priority for delivering project success by MPDs than 
scope and budget. Interestingly, schedule and scope were given the same number of 
positive ratings, as shown in Table 6 but MPDs judged schedule more strongly 
important than scope as shown in Table 7. The project delivering the agreed scope was 
less important compared to the priority of customer and schedule, but more important 
than budget. Finally, achieving the project on budget appears not to have a significant 
impact on the overall success of the project when compared with the other three success 
measures. 
Table 7 Pairwise Judgements of Project Success Measures – Survey Results 
Goal: Project Successful Schedule Budget Scope Customer 
Schedule - 94% 50% 35% 
Budget 6% - 6% 6% 
Scope 50% 94% - 0% 
Customer Satisfaction 65% 94% 100% - 
 
4.3.2 Generic Factor Importance 
MPDs indicated the importance of each generic factor for achievement of each of the 
four pillars using pairwise comparison. Table 8 shows the relative importance of each 
generic factor for each of the four pillars based on these judgements. 
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Table 8 Generic Factors by Project Success Measures – Survey Results 
Generic Factor Customer Schedule Scope Budget 
People Management 49% 33% 20% 31% 
Project Design and Definition 31% 41% 60% 49% 
Organisational Support  20% 26% 20% 20% 
 
Figure 18 summarises the results obtained by generic factor. The results indicated that 
project design and definition and people management are almost equally important 
while organisational support is least important. 
Generic Factors
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%
Project Design and Definition
People Management
Organisational Support
 
Figure 18 Pairwise Importance of Generic Factors – Survey Results  
Table 9 shows the results weighted to give a percentage for each generic factor and 
project success measure. Customer satisfaction ranked the most important project 
success measure and people management as the most important for customer 
satisfaction making the combination of customer satisfaction and people management 
the most important factors for project success. Project design and definition has less 
impact on customer satisfaction and is more important for the lesser project success 
measures of delivering scope, schedule and budget. The result suggested MPDs have 
customer satisfaction as the most relevant to project success and people management as 
the most relevant to creating customer satisfaction. 
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Table 9 Generic Factors Ranking by Project Success Measure – Survey Results 
Weighted Generic Factors Customer Schedule Scope Budget Total 
People Management 24% 9% 3% 3% 39%
Project Design and Definition 15% 12% 8% 4% 39%
Organisational Support  10% 7% 3% 2% 22%
Total 49% 28% 14% 9% 100%
4.3.3 Team Building Activities 
The same sixteen TBAs were analysed in the survey as during the forum by MPDs. 
However, for the survey, the method of comparison was changed from that used during 
the forum which ranked all TBAs. In the survey, MPDs ranked only their top six TBAs. 
Also, TBAs were ranked for achievement of the four pillars in the forum, while TBAs 
were ranked for achievement of generic factors, in the survey. 
Table 10 shows TBA survey data calculated the same way as forum data, refer to Table 
5. The “Number of 100s” column represents the number of times an MPD rated this 
TBA as the most important activity for achievement of a generic factor. Each MPD, to 
complete the survey, had to give at least one TBA per generic factor the maximum score 
of 100. 
Table 10 TBAs by Generic Factors – Survey Results 
Team Building Activities 
People 
Management 
Project 
Design 
and 
Definition  
Organisation 
Support 
Number 
of 100s 
Providing direction and leadership 100 100 93 11 
Ensuring the support of senior 
management 
70 78 100 18 
Staffing the team properly 89 78 43 9 
Planning the project with the team 66 97 25 5 
Developing strong communications 
channels 
63 69 71 5 
Empowering team members 81 32 26 4 
Developing appropriate organizational 
interfaces 
25 43 99 4 
Building commitment among team 
members 
66 31 22 3 
Defining the work structure 27 57 28 2 
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Team Building Activities 
People 
Management 
Project 
Design 
and 
Definition  
Organisation 
Support 
Number 
of 100s 
Stimulating enthusiasm, excitement and 
professional interest among the team 
58 29 19 4 
Managing dysfunctional conflict and 
problems in a timely manner 
41 29 25 0 
Defining the team structure 23 43 25 2 
Fostering a culture of continuous 
support and improvement 
9 23 24 0 
Building a high performance project 
image 
19 5 24 0 
Conducting team building exercises and 
sessions 
6 6 1 0 
Creating proper rewards for the team 0 0 8 0 
 
The importance of each TBA for each project success measure (as shown in Table 11) 
was calculated by first multiplying the relative rank for a TBA (as shown in Table 10) 
by the weightings for each generic factor and the project success measure (as shown in 
Table 9) and then dividing the result obtained for TBA for the project success measure 
by the total for all success measures. TBAs that contribute more than 6 per cent to 
overall project success are shown in red, between 2 and 6 per cent yellow and less than 
2 per cent green. 
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Table 11 TBA contribution to project success – Survey Results 
Team Building Activities 
Customer 
% 
Schedule 
% 
Scope 
% 
Budget 
% 
Overall 
% 
Providing direction and leadership 6.8 3.9 1.9 1.2 13.9 
Ensuring the support of senior management 5.4 3.2 1.6 1.0 11.3 
Staffing the team properly 5.3 2.9 1.4 0.9 10.5 
Planning the project with the team 4.6 2.7 1.5 0.9 9.7 
Developing strong communications 
channels 
4.6 2.7 1.3 0.9 9.4 
Empowering team members 3.8 1.8 0.8 0.6 7.0 
Developing appropriate organizational 
interfaces 
3.1 2.0 1.0 0.6 6.8 
Building commitment among team 
members 
3.2 1.6 0.7 0.5 6.0 
Defining the work structure 2.5 1.5 0.9 0.5 5.5 
Stimulating enthusiasm, excitement and 
professional interest among the team 
2.8 1.4 0.7 0.5 5.4 
Managing dysfunctional conflict and 
problems in a timely manner 
2.3 1.3 0.6 0.4 4.6 
Defining the team structure 2.1 1.3 0.7 0.4 4.4 
Fostering a culture of continuous support 
and improvement 
1.1 0.7 0.4 0.2 2.5 
Building a high performance project image 1.1 0.6 0.2 0.2 2.0 
Conducting team building exercises and 
sessions 
0.4 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.7 
Creating proper rewards for the team 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.3 
 
The importance of some activities did change between the forum and survey results — 
particularly “defining the work structure” (as shown in Figure 19). These differences 
could have resulted from a number of factors including the introduction of the generic 
factors and perhaps by allowing only the top six activities to be ranked. Defining the 
team structure in both the forum and survey ranked significantly lower for customer 
satisfaction than other success measures. These differences were not pursued as part of 
the thesis due to time constraints, and also the need to concentrate on the more 
important TBAs identified. 
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Figure 19 TBAs Comparison of Survey and Forum Results 
The top eight TBAs were selected for further analysis as part of interviews with MPDs, 
as shown in Figure 20. The top eight TBAs were the most significant TBAs, 
contributing 75 per cent of the TBAs required for project success relative to the other 
TBAs, as shown in Table 11. Figure 20 shows the relative importance of the top eight 
TBAs using the same ranking process used in the questionnaire i.e. the top TBA, 
providing direction and leadership, received a score of 100 and the others were given a 
score of less than 100 based on their relative importance for project success as judged 
by MPDs in the survey. MPDs were invited to add to the TBAs presented in the 
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questionnaire and weight the added TBAs against the other factors. No TBAs were 
suggested by the MPDs who completed the survey questionnaire. This is consistent with 
the forum where only four TBAs were added by MPDs, and none of these was rated as 
top priority for any of the four pillars. 
0 20 40 60 80 100
Build ing commitment amongst team members
Develop ing organizational interfaces
Empowering team members
Develop ing strong communications channels
Planning the pro ject with the team
Staffing  the team properly
Ensuring the support o f senior management
Provid ing d irection and leadership
Team Building Factor Relative Importance - Survey Results
 
Figure 20 TBAs relative importance – Survey Results 
Relative Importance of Team Building Activities 
The difference in priority of TBAs for achievement of generic factors as indicated by 
survey results (as shown in Table 10) was not specifically discussed with MPDs. The 
focus of the interviews was for MPDs to describe the implementation of TBAs on 
successful projects. No specific question was asked of MPDs in describing the 
implementation of TBAs to justify rankings. TBAs with the highest influence on people 
management (refer to Table 10) are: providing direction and leadership; staffing the 
team properly; and empowering the team members. The literature provided no definitive 
list of TBAs for comparison of their relative importance. However some articles do 
suggest the relative importance of reasons for project failure. The Standish Group lists 
lack of senior management support as the primary reason for project failure, while 
MPDs in the survey suggested senior management support is very important for success 
(Standish Group 2005). Ensuring senior management support as well as developing 
appropriate organisational interfaces were seen as extremely important for obtaining 
organisational support by MPDs (refer to Table 10). Senior management support was 
the most important TBA for obtaining organisational support, receiving the top priority 
relative to other TBAs and being selected as the most important TBA by over 50 per 
cent of MPDs. MPDs indicated that staffing the team properly and planning with the 
team were important team building activities. The Standish Group includes these as part 
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of involving users and team members in the project, and their absence as the second 
most common cause of project failure. Interestingly, empowering team members and 
building commitment among team members were not considered by MPDs to be very 
important for project design and definition or organisation support. However in 
interviews, MPDs indicated that with the right staff on the project obtaining 
organisational support will become easier. Providing direction and leadership, and 
planning with the project team were the most relevant TBAs for project design and 
definition. MPDs did indicate that stimulating team members in relationship to other 
TBAs was important for people management with a result of fifty-eight. Methods of 
stimulating team members were not discussed directly with MPDs and could be the 
topic for later studies. MPDs did indicate in interviews that staffing the team properly 
reduces the need for staff stimulation and indirectly really creates staff stimulation by 
getting the right people on the project. 
MPDs did indicate that when focusing on people management, project design and 
definition and organisational support project leaders can and should use a different mix 
of TBAs, understanding that the mix will impact project success measures differently 
and therefore project success. 
Less important TBAs 
Many of the factors given considerable coverage in the literature, including team 
structure, project image, continuous improvement, team building sessions and team 
rewards, were seen as relatively less important compared to other TBAs being 
investigated. in Table 8 shows their importance relative to providing direction and 
leadership. Although these TBAs are of less importance, the MPDs did not indicate they 
were not important. For example, MPDs indicated that their projects had numerous 
conflicts, but they worked hard to ensure the results were positive rather than 
destructive. Conducting team building sessions and creating rewards were not seen as 
significant activities in the survey results by MPDs, while they are often suggested in 
the literature (refer to Appendix C). This was perhaps due to the type of team members 
MPDs had on their successful projects. MPDs stated that these types of projects seldom 
have rewards associated with them. None of the MPDs interviewed described using a 
reward system on their successful projects. These TBAs were not covered in detail in 
this thesis but could be of interest for further studies, particularly conflict management, 
 Team Building for Project Success 
Andrew Guiney    76 
as Thamhain has studied previously (Thamhain & Gemmill 1974; Thamhain & 
Wilemon 1975, 1977). 
Team Building Factors Considered Less Important
Survey Results
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Figure 21 TBAs considered less important by MPDs 
4.4 Expert Opinion on Survey Results 
This sub-section presents the expert opinions, from MPDs, on the relative importance of 
project success measures and generic factors and compares these with the literature. 
Experts were not asked to comment directly on the relative importance of TBAs and 
where comments were made they have been included in the prior sub-section.  The 
insight provided MPDs on implementing the significant TBAs is detailed in Chapter 5. 
4.4.1 Project Success Measures 
MPDs were asked why customer satisfaction had been ranked more important than the 
other project success measures and to describe their definition of customer satisfaction. 
MPDs were not asked to define or describe the other three pillars as these are 
adequately defined throughout the literature, particularly in the PMBOK (PMI 2000). 
The relative importance of project success measures MPDs commented on during the 
interviews are shown in Table 6. 
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The MPDs interviewed confirmed the four pillars as the key project success measures 
and described customer satisfaction achievement as setting and meeting customer 
expectations. MPDs saw developing strong customer relations as more important than 
the traditional task completion measures. Without strong customer relations MPDs 
thought the continuing association with the customer was likely to cease. All MPDs 
agreed with the survey result that customer satisfaction was more important than the 
project being delivered on time, on budget and with the agreed functionality. They 
suggested that the three pillars are more rational and logical while customer satisfaction 
and project success are more emotional measures. The traditional measures are viewed 
by MPDs as reporting on the delivery processes rather than the result and the systems 
usage in the future. MPDs thought achieving the three pillars with an unsatisfied 
customer could occur for a number of reasons including customer expectations not 
being managed, new or changing customer requirements not being met, and the project 
team not keeping the customer informed throughout the project. Customer support was 
often required by MPDs in reporting the three pillars, as difficulties in estimating time 
and cost, particularly in the early stages of the project when requirements had not been 
specified at a detailed level required the customer’s  understanding in order to be 
successful. 
Traditional Measurement of Project Success 
As mentioned previously, project success has been traditionally measured using the 
three pillars of on time, on budget and with the agreed functionality delivered. Most of 
the literature assumes the project manager is able or wants to achieve all success 
measures. However, MPDs indicated that in their experience project managers during 
the project often need to trade one measurer for another e.g. budget or schedule or scope 
to achieve customer satisfaction. The literature sometimes refers to the three pillars as 
the three constraints, as a change in one constraint will invariable impact one of the 
other constraints (PMI 2000). Studies by the Standish Group (2005), KPMG and others 
have long reported the failure of IT projects to deliver against the three pillars (Betts 
1993; Johnson et al. 2001). Projects are judged as challenging or failed if they do not 
achieve the traditional measures. The literature does not address the relative importance 
of all three measures, treating them as equally important for project success. At some 
stage, missing the traditional measures should have an impact on customer satisfaction. 
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However, the MPDs interviewed offered a different explanation from that proposed in 
most project literature. MPDs indicated that achieving customer satisfaction was all-
important and that customers could still be satisfied with a project when all three 
traditional measures are missed provided the customer knows the reasons. 
Studies of projects using the three pillars assumed the projects have failed when any or 
all of the three pillar measures are missed. The MPDs interviewed do not necessarily 
measure their projects this way and although interested in the measures are aware that 
the customer generally changes requirements during the project, invalidating the 
measurement of the original estimates. Customers focus on achieving their ever 
changing needs rather than what was originally documented in the scope. As the project 
evolves, the scope invariably changes as the project gets into more detail. The changes 
can reduce, increase or just change the project’s scope in meeting business 
requirements. The other measures of time and cost often change more slowly, if at all. 
Many of the studies in the literature reflect the original budget, timeframe and scope in 
commenting on project success or failure (Glass 1998a, 1998b; Johnson et al. 2001; 
Standish Group 2005), while the very reason the project could have exceeded the three 
pillars was to deliver customer satisfaction. 
The degree of uncertainty at the start of IT projects makes these traditional measures 
difficult to maintain over the entire life of the project. The MPDs explained that 
customer requirements change as the project team understands what the customer needs 
rather than wants, and builds the system to meet this business requirement. The analogy 
an MPD made was the change in human needs and wants as each of Maslow’s hierarchy 
of needs is achieved. During the feasibility stage, the project costs and benefits are the 
focus while during the implementation phase usability and achievement of benefits 
increase in focus and focus on cost reduces. Changes in scope impact the budget. MPDs 
ranked these as less important in judging project success than schedule and customer 
satisfaction. Project schedule was seen as important by MPDs when a business 
imperative dictated the delivery date. The delivery date could be dictated by a change of 
legislation or could be part of an executive’s commitments to the organisation or bonus 
scheme. The MPDs indicated that it was important to know and understand the business 
drivers for the schedule. Often, to obtain customer satisfaction these types of schedule 
dates must be met. 
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The green shaded area in Figure 22 represents customer satisfaction being achieved 
despite all or some of the traditional measures having been missed. MPDs indicated that 
successful project managers are able to determine the need for meeting the traditional 
measures while delivering customer satisfaction. Without some level of customer 
satisfaction, MPDs viewed the project as less than a success. 
C
u
sto
m
er
 S
atisfa
ctio
n
Traditional measures of
Time, Cost and Scope
A
chiev
ed
L
o
w
AchievedMissed
Traditional 
Success
Measurement
 
Figure 22 Customer Satisfaction and Traditional Measures 
Relationships the Key to Success  
As one MPD stated, people determine whether the project was successful rather than the 
achievement of traditional project measures. There was a strong consensus between 
MPDs that the strength of the customer relationship contributed to project success. 
There was no suggestion that tasks did not need to be achieved and that monitoring of 
traditional measures was not required, but a general feeling that this was less important 
in successful projects than developing strong ties with the customer. MPDs spoke about 
their successful project as leading to customer satisfaction, and ultimately project 
success while achievement of three pillars made little difference to customer relations 
and ultimately the customer’s impression of project success. 
MPDs indicated that project management continues to include planning the project 
throughout the life of the project. For MPDs, project planning comprises documenting 
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requirements to develop a project scope, scheduling the project, and developing an 
agreed project budget. The major difference is that MPDs use the planning phase and 
subsequent project phases to develop and maintain the relationship with customers and 
senior management while traditional approaches emphasise the physical outputs. The 
physical outputs for MPDs are communication tools rather than just project control 
documents, as they can impact customer satisfaction either positively or negatively. 
Some literature has identified relationship development as important. One example is 
the comparison of two projects: project 1 – completed on time, on budget and to 
specification but customer not entirely happy, and project 2 – overspent budget, exceed 
timeframe but customer is happy (Kupakuwana & Berg 2005). Poorly done projects can 
achieve all three pillars without customer satisfaction (Kupakuwana & Berg 2005). The 
current overemphasis on the three pillars is analogous to concentrating on 
manufacturing with a disregard for sales (Kupakuwana & Berg 2005). A satisfied 
customer is more likely to allow you to be late, over budget and deliver other than the 
original scope. 
Customer satisfaction is more about relationships whereas traditional measures are more 
about task completion and an internal view of the project. Most of the literature includes 
information on work breakdown structures, monitoring of completion of tasks and using 
project management tools like Microsoft Project — for example PMBOK (PMI 2000). 
The literature mostly ignores customer satisfaction until the post-implementation review 
when suddenly the customer’s views become important once again. 
Team Performance and Customer Satisfaction 
All MPDs agreed a relationship existed between project success and team performance. 
Team performance includes the degree of customer satisfaction with the team and team 
members. As with project success measurement, MPDs agreed more importance should 
be given to increasing customer satisfaction through team performance than 
achievement of the three pillars. Team performance measurement in the literature 
focuses mostly on success being either the three pillars or a basket of measures. The 
basket of measures often refer to the task, team, output or team qualities (Cockrell 2001; 
Forsberg, Mooz & Cotterman 2005; Mower & Wilemon 1989a; Opfer 2004; Smith 
2004; Thamhain 2004b; Whetten & Cameron 2005). Many of the measures of team 
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performance are difficult to relate to project success and it appears that a project team 
could be successful while not delivering any of the three pillars or customer satisfaction. 
MPDs did not indicate a reliance on these softer measures suggested in the literature for 
project success. 
MPDs felt that TBAs designed to bring the project in on time, under budget and with 
the agreed scope are secondary to developing a project team that can deliver customer 
satisfaction. Figure 23 portrays the change in emphasis that this study revealed while 
interviewing MPDs regarding successful IT business projects. The three pillars are often 
portrayed as a triangle, refer to Figure 9 (PMI 2000). However, as a result of this study, 
customer satisfaction has been added as a focal point. Project managers will continue to 
use the three pillars to monitor project progress but ultimately customer satisfaction will 
be seen as more important for measuring project success. MPDs agreed a project can 
fail to achieve all of the traditional measures and still be seen as a highly successful 
project by the customer. 
On-time
On-Budget Scope Delivered
Customer Satisfaction
Impacts vision of 3 pillars
 
Figure 23 Customer Satisfaction and the three pillars 
Measuring Customer Satisfaction 
In agreement with the literature, the MPDs indicated that it can be difficult to identify 
who are the customers. The MPDs suggested that where doubt exists that they treat the 
individuals as customers. Measures of customer satisfaction suggested by MPDs 
included customers understanding and trusting that what they asked for is what the 
project team plans to delivered; considering that the project team delivered what “they 
needed rather than what they thought they wanted”; not yelling at the project manager 
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or the team; being prepared to work with the project manager and team again; and 
recommending the team and project manager to other people. MPDs indicated that 
customer satisfaction could also be judged by the ease of obtaining acceptance or 
approval, from customers, for adverse changes to budget, time and scope. Ways of 
maintaining customer satisfaction outlined included avoiding surprises by effectively 
communicating the project’s journey to the customer as the project evolves, knowing 
and managing customer expectations, ensuring the customer understands key decisions, 
communicating to the customer using a variety of methods (traditional hard copy reports 
are not always sufficient) and adjusting as the customer becomes more certain of their 
requirements. One MPD described his key to gaining customer satisfaction as getting 
the customer to the stage that they know what they need and are willing to negotiate on 
what they want. Most MPDs thought that customer satisfaction resulted from the project 
manager developing a strong bond with customers based on effective communications. 
MPDs were aware the business systems created had a life after implementation and 
closure of the project.  After system implementation is where system usage and 
satisfaction commences for most of the customer base. MPDs indicated that customers 
mostly obtained their business benefits in the years after project completion. Customer 
satisfaction included the ease of system operation after project closure, particularly in 
the warranty period. Gaining customer satisfaction commences at the beginning of the 
project for MPDs and continues for the system’s life, long after project completion. 
Only one MPD suggested that customer satisfaction included the project achieving 
business outcomes although others suggested this was a post-project activity that the 
customer needs to believe is achievable at project completion. 
MPDs and the literature provide a diverse opinion on how to measure customer 
satisfaction, with no definitive method agreed. MPDs agreed with many of the measures 
suggested by Barkley and Saylor (2001), Thamhain (2004b) and Tukel and Rom (2001). 
However, they added that customer satisfaction is very much about perceiving the 
customer’s feeling rather than hard measures. Achieving customer satisfaction is part of 
the project team’s emotional intelligence in the way Goleman (2000; 2002) describes 
emotional intelligence and leadership. 
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4.4.2 Generic Factors 
MPDs reviewed and commented on the generic factors survey results as shown in 
Figure 24. MPDs were asked to describe why people management and project design 
and definition were more important than organisational support for project success and 
why people management was most important for customer satisfaction. 
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Figure 24 Generic Factors – Survey Results 
People management and project design and definition were viewed as more important 
than organisational support because MPDs believe that projects can be successfully 
completed with minimal organisational support. Keeping the project team together and 
functioning was deemed more important than obtaining organisational support. Without 
an effective functioning project team the project may be stopped by management. The 
project steering committee, project sponsor and stakeholder managers or leadership 
team were all viewed as part of the team by a majority of the MPDs, and not part of the 
wider organisational support infrastructure. Strong support from these groups as part of 
the team was viewed as necessary for project success. One MPD suggested that the 
organisation defines whom the project team incorporates while all MPDs agreed that the 
project team includes stakeholders. 
Organisational support was not viewed as key to project success, rather how the project 
interfaces with the organisation. A project manager has limited ability to change the 
organisation and must concentrate efforts on project concerns including team members 
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and project deliverables. One MDP thought that organisational support can often be 
“just do the project!” rather than real support. Most of the MPDs felt that the project 
manager is expect to deliver the project whether or not organisational support exists. 
However, they agreed that the more organisational support the better. Functional 
departments often have difficulty supporting projects until they are certain of the 
deliverables, know how the project impacts their work and get over any initial resistance 
to change. MPDs felt a quality project team including good stakeholder support will 
overcome a lack of organisational support. Close relationship with the customer was 
seen by all MPDs as more important than achieving organisational support, although 
there can be some overlap between these two attitudes. While the literature appears to 
give equal importance to all three generic factors, MPDs were certain that people 
management and project design and definition were more important than organisational 
support. However, they point out that this does not mean obtaining organisational 
support should be ignored. 
People Management and Customer Satisfaction 
As part of the interview, MPDs were shown a pie chart (Figure 25) depicting the high 
importance of people management for customer satisfaction and asked to comment on 
the result. The pie chart was based on the results shown in Table 8. People management 
was viewed as key to customer satisfaction and project success by all MPDs 
interviewed. MPDs agreed that key to project success was having the right people on 
the project and managing / leading them in the right direction. Projects were viewed as 
the result of people and their brains rather than the processes they performed. Good 
people make the project easier and lead to high customer satisfaction. MPDs perceived 
customer satisfaction as impossible without good people. Good team members were 
willing workers interested in developing strong relationships to achieve individual and 
project success. As one MPD stated, “get the right people, put them on the bus in the 
right seats and you can go anywhere”. To the MPDs, people management included 
staffing the project properly; organising the project team; leading the project; providing 
direction / vision for the project; and ensuring team member commitment to the project. 
People management of the project team needed to result in team members providing a 
consistent view of the project and taking a consistent approach. MPDs thought that 
having a team exhibiting multiple views of the project and approaches resulted in the 
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customer being concerned with what the project would deliver and losing confidence in 
the project team. 
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Figure 25 Generic Factors influence on Customer Satisfaction – Survey Results 
MPDs continually emphasised the role of project leaders in contributing to people 
management. People management included the project leader tailoring the project 
approach to meet team member requirements, project requirements and customer 
requirements. MPDs thought stakeholders and indirect reports to the project manager 
need to be included as part of people management, although the approach to these team 
members may need to be different in comparison to full time project team members. 
4.5 Summary 
This chapter has presented the questionnaire results calculated using AHP, expert 
opinions on the results obtained through interviews and discussed the results in 
comparison to the literature. The results confirmed the key project success measures and 
TBAs that should be considered by project managers to create successful projects. At 49 
per cent, the key project success measure was customer satisfaction. The priority of 
each of the three pillars was — schedule 28 per cent followed by scope 14 per cent, and 
least important budget 9 per cent. Throughout the literature the three pillars are used as 
the key measures of project success. But the most important measure of project success 
— customer satisfaction — is often not mentioned at all. The MPDs helped to further 
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define customer satisfaction in the project situation. MPDs also identified people 
management as the most relevant factor to creating customer satisfaction in comparison 
to obtaining organisational support and project design and definition for project success. 
The relative importance of success measures and generic factors were used to rank the 
importance of TBAs for project success. Of the sixteen team building activities 
identified and agreed to by MPDs the most important TBAs for project success were: 
providing direction and leadership; ensuring support of senior management; planning 
with the project team; and staffing the team properly. 
In addition, developing strong communications channels, developing appropriate 
organisational interfaces, empowering team members and building commitment among 
team members were more important than the other TBAs but not as important as the 
four listed above. The next chapter will discuss the implementation of these top eight 
TBAs using expert opinion obtained from MPDs. 
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Chapter 5. Implementation of Team Building Activities 
This chapter investigates the comments made by MPDs as to how they saw the 
implementation of the eight TBAs identified as significant for project success in the 
previous chapter. Having identified the significant TBAs the issue becomes not whether 
team building is being performed on projects, but how it is carried out. Most of the 
TBAs identified are naturally performed as a result performing all projects e.g. 
providing direction and leadership, staffing the team, and obtaining senior management 
support. As the literature review in Chapter 2 indicated, covering the extensive literature 
on TBAs was not practical. The literature often provides opposing or dissimilar points 
of view on the implementation of TBAs. The literature mostly implies that the 
implementation method proposed fits all or many situations, without specifying the 
situations. This leaves the project manager, when considering TBAs, an ever-growing 
maze of literature for consideration. Project managers, recognising that transforming 
people on the project into a team contributes significantly to the project success, want a 
level of certainty in performing TBAs that experienced project managers can provide 
through reviewing the implementation of TBAs on successful projects. 
The commonly recurring themes that emerged from thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke 
2006) of interview responses provided by MPDs on implementing each TBA, have been 
used as sub-headings within the TBAs. The TBAs are discussed in descending order of 
importance (as detailed Table 11). It should be noted that MPDs were not asked to 
compare and contrast the relative importance of team building activities as this was 
achieved as part of the AHP analysis performed previously. MPDs during interviews 
often referred to the leader or leaders which included themselves, the project manager 
and other project leaders. 
5.1 Providing Direction and Leadership 
Leadership in the main was described by MPDs as motivating the project team to work 
together to achieve project success. Providing direction was described mostly as leaders 
developing a project vision, monitoring performance and providing feedback to team 
members. Commonly recurring themes, identified using thematic analysis of interview 
responses (Braun & Clarke 2006), used as headings within this section are — leadership 
being provided by an experienced authoritative project manager; matching the style of 
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leadership to the team member’s situation; providing a project vision in order to 
motivate team members; and taking a transformational approach to leadership rather 
than a transactional or task-based approach. 
5.1.1 Experienced Authoritative Leadership  
MPDs indicated, in their experience, successful leaders were experienced project 
managers rather than line managers or business analysts learning to become project 
managers. MPDs suggested these leaders possessed and utilised a wide range of 
leadership skills and techniques. This concurs with Goleman (2000) writing on 
leadership in general, who states that the likelihood of the leaders succeeding increases 
when leaders possess and use a wide range of leadership skills. However MPDs 
thought, the leaders tended to use a similar approach, to that being described, across the 
majority of their projects rather than tailoring their approach for a particular project. 
MPDs considered that the leaders being described could universally manage most IT 
business systems projects (Pinto et al. 1998; Thoms & Kerwin 2004). MPDs appeared 
to have the same opinion as Fielder (Robbins, Millett & Waters-Marsh 2004), that 
recruitment of an appropriate leader for the situation, an experienced IT business 
systems project manager, was necessary, as distinct from Standish Group which 
suggests lack of experience is not a significant contributor to project failure (Standish 
Group 2005). 
All of the leaders described by MPDs were “authoritative” project managers as defined 
by Goleman (2000; 2002), and able to guide team members who, often due to having 
little or no project experience, required confirmation of project direction and 
coordination of activities to increase teamwork. The project managers, while not 
technical or business experts, were capable of quickly understanding the technical and 
business aspects of the project and were able to relay this information to staff in a 
succinct and motivational manner, or used senior management to assist in this activity 
(discussed further later). As leaders they were also capable of developing technical and 
business expertise quickly to the stage where team members felt comfortable to discuss 
matters of concern with them and seek their advice. Leaders developed relationships 
with team members that enabled this type of interaction to occur on a regular basis; this 
is  not emphasised in project methodologies that focus mainly on task completion. As 
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one MPD indicated, a junior project manager lacks the experience to pull these types of 
projects off, learn at the same time and develop the relationships required for success. 
Other MPDs indicated team members were more likely to support and rally behind an 
authoritative project leader. While literature on leaders needing to have technical and 
functional expertise is mixed (Posner 1998), MPDs thought leaders needed to evolve 
their technical and business understanding throughout the project, to develop credibility 
with team members. Leaders also employed team members to assist with project 
leadership when a specific style of leadership required was lacking within the project 
team. 
5.1.2 Situational Leadership 
This sub-section discusses the variation in leadership approaches used to address the 
variation in team member maturity, described in the literature as “situational leadership” 
(Blanchard, Carew & Parisi-Carew 2004). MPDs described leaders as varying their 
approach to leadership based on each team member’s maturity level. MPDs indicated 
that their ideal team contained all team members that were able to be delegated tasks 
and required minimal supervision. However, the reality was team members had varying 
levels of maturity, and leaders were always trying to move them towards being able to 
independently complete project tasks. The four situational leadership styles, presented 
by House and Mitchell (1974) and Blanchard and Hersey (Blanchard, Zigarmi & 
Zigarmi 2004) of: delegating, supporting, coaching and directing have been employed 
here to discuss variations in leadership approaches used by project leaders based on a 
team member’s maturity. Support on technical matters from leaders was to ensure that 
the right staff could be accessed by team members rather than providing technical 
knowledge or opinions.  
Leaders developed strong relationships with capable team members and gave them a 
high level of trust. The capable team members were the nucleus of the project team and 
were used to assist with team building. As one MPD expressed it, “without a pool of 
capable team members a project manager would need to be a ‘magician’ to successfully 
complete any project”. Leaders oscillated between being supportive and delegating to 
these mature team members, based on how task completion was tracking rather than (as 
suggested by Blanchard and Johnson (Blanchard, Zigarmi & Zigarmi 2004) and Hersey 
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(Hersey, Blanchard & Johnson 2008)) based on a team member’s ability to perform the 
tasks allocated. MPDs indicated that although leaders could coach and be directive, 
project pressures precluded them having time to coach, develop and direct high 
maintenance team members. The majority of team members required little of the 
directive style of leadership from project managers as they were either capable when 
they joined the project (refer to staffing the team properly) or teamed with a capable 
team member who provided direction as the team member gained experience. MPDs 
indicated that project plans and estimates did not allow for staff who continually 
required this level of supervision. Closely supervising capable staff was de-motivating, 
as they knew how to independently complete the tasks required. MPDs overall felt 
higher project performance came when project managers were able to delegate tasks to 
team members and developed and maintained a strong relationship with them. 
One of the key roles of the project leader in team building was selling the direction of 
the project rather than coaching team members (Hersey, Blanchard & Johnson 2008).  
MPDs thought by selling the direction, project leaders rallied the team around a 
common cause. Project leader selling activities, suggested by MPDs, included 
explaining the reasons for key decisions; the business benefit to be gained by project 
completion; and the need for organisational support. Leaders performed these activities 
regardless of the maturity of team members, to ensure the clarity of message throughout 
the team and to unite the team behind them as leaders. The project leaders described by 
MPDs were supportive of team members by reviewing project plans, providing 
feedback on performance, retaining staff required for task completion and ensuring 
access for them to information required to make decisions. MPDs’ support of team 
members did not include sharing or taking responsibility for making decisions for team 
members, as suggested by Blanchard, Zigarmi and Zigarmi (2004). Leaders needed 
team members to work together to make the majority of decisions as leaders themselves 
were unable to physically make all the project decisions and often lacked the technical 
expertise, as well. Leaders sometimes did get involved in decision making to ensure 
conflicts remained creative and thus led to productive decisions, as suggested by 
Thamhain (1975). 
MPDs warned that the technical (computer specialists) team members often created in-
groups that negatively impacted team cohesion. Technical team members also often 
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explained constraints in a factual manner that grated on the emotions of business users. 
Through understanding the strengths and weaknesses of team members, leaders 
organised team members into working groups that prevented these in-groups forming. 
As a deliberate strategy for project success, leaders on these projects did not allow the 
forming of such groups, although the literature suggests that creation of in-groups can 
work in certain situations (Robbins, Millett & Waters-Marsh 2004; Straker 2006). 
Leaders continually try to make all groups feel important rather than have teams that 
think they are superior and others that feel inferior or shut out. The MPDs tried to make 
all teams and team members feel their contribution to the project was important for team 
success. 
5.1.3 Visionary Leadership 
This sub-section discusses how leaders provided team members with a vision of the 
project to assist team members to become part of a united delivery team, planning for 
project success. MPDs suggested leaders balanced being directive in setting the project 
direction and instilling confidence in the team as to where the project was going, while 
allowing the team to evolve the detailed plan. MPDs set the project vision by 
articulating the vision both verbally and in writing; holding kick-off meetings to ensure 
everyone was heading in the same direction; clarifying and updating the vision based on 
feedback; ensuring people believed the project was achievable; and regularly 
confirming the project’s direction, particularly early on in the project. As one MPD put 
it “the leader provided more the flavour not the meal”. Another described the leader as 
creating the picture of now and in the future while team members defined the detail of 
how the story evolved scene by scene to achieve the vision. Thus, the path to the vision 
or goal was defined by team members rather than by the leader. This contradicts the 
popular path-goal theory suggested throughout the literature, e.g. Straker (2006) and 
Robbins, Millett and Waters-Marsh (2004). As well, leaders rely on senior management 
supporting the team (refer to section 5.2) to spread the vision throughout the 
organisation and to gain a level of support and commitment for the project team. One 
organisation, where a particular MPD had worked, developed business visions that 
could be hundreds of pages long. Few people read them, and those that did were critical 
of the detail and missed the overall theme of the project. The organisation changed 
CEOs and the new CEO changed these monolithic documents into ten to fifteen page 
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presentations. The new CEO’s opinion was that if staff could not be convinced of the 
vision in that time the project team would struggle to gain the organisational 
commitment required for success. 
All leaders described, by MPDs, had a sharp concise picture of the final project vision 
and were a focal point for assisting team members to develop the detailed project plans. 
The leaders understood and utilised the tendency of team members to be more likely to 
contribute their efforts towards achieving a vision when a clear picture is present, as per 
Mastrangelo (2004). MPDs relied on teams within the project to develop their own sub-
project visions and by sharing these with other teams within the project to create 
cohesion between all teams within the project. MPDs supported teams developing their 
visions by assisting teams to fit the “jig-saw puzzle” together particularly when conflicts 
between sub-teams’ visions inevitably arose. 
Visionary leadership assumes people are motivated by the vision capturing their 
imagination (Straker 2006). The project visions described were not always motivational 
and leaders had to rely on stimulating team members’ work interests and professional 
pride by allowing them to plan together and then empowering them to action their plans. 
The MPDs indicated this approach was more effective in creating team member 
satisfaction and commitment than having the leader provide the path and remove the 
barriers to project implementation, as described in the path-goal theory (Mastrangelo, 
Eddy & Lorenzet 2004). 
MPDs indicated that leaders explained the vision to the organisation to gain support for 
the project team. The MPDs explained that a sharply focused vision of the project 
assisted all team members across the organisation to work together. Goals, on the other 
hand, were often only applicable to single teams or individuals within the project, and 
thus led to splintering of team efforts. In contrast, other studies have suggested clear 
project goals rather than a clear project vision are critical for project success (Karlsen et 
al. 2006). MPDs suggested that where possible the leader should select a desirable 
direction and destination both for team members and the organisation to motivate team 
members. MPDs however, suggested when the project’s objective was reducing staff 
numbers, then the leaders needed face the problem with team members. 
 Team Building for Project Success 
Andrew Guiney    93 
The MPDs reported that part of their visionary leadership included knowing where the 
project was heading and being ready to adjust to the direction required to achieve 
project success. Team members were concerned with the project direction and 
flexibility in the vision. The project direction often required change due to a multitude 
of reasons including goal refinement, customers changing their requirements and 
changes in the business environment. All projects reviewed regularly converted the 
vision into plans used by project team members to continually understand the project 
direction and to fit within the project team, as distinct from some failing projects 
investigated in the literature that had no or poor project plans (Verner, Overmyer & 
McCain 1999). 
5.1.4 Transformational and Transactional Leadership 
This sub-section discusses how leaders focused mainly on transformational leadership 
including relationship development rather than on transactional leadership including 
tasks completion. To overcome the inevitable resistance to change encountered, leaders 
used an enthusiastic leadership style capable of “mustering the troops” rather than a 
transactional management style of directing the team throughout the project. The 
transactional leadership style eventually leads to capable team members losing respect 
for the project manager and often leaving the project, according to the MPDs. Early in 
the project, leaders used a coaching style of leadership to assist team members to 
understand the project vision or plan, to become part of the team and to develop an 
affiliation between the leader and team member. Leaders subsequently motivated team 
members through maintaining a strong relationship rather than by providing direction 
on goals, clarifying roles and developing task descriptions — key ingredients of 
transactional management (Mannarelli 2006; Strang, K. D. 2005). MPDs used an 
affiliative style of management with staff that were able to be delegated tasks. Leaders 
also encouraged team members to take a “people first attitude” to developing strong 
relationships with the wider project team and to achieve the level of cooperation 
required for the team and the organisation to work together for project achievement. 
Leaders using a relationship-orientated approach is in contrast to some studies like 
Fiedler’s (Robbins, Millett & Waters-Marsh 2004) that could be interpreted as 
suggesting project leaders should be tasked focused, as project tasks were one-off, 
leaders had lower positional power and leader-member relations were low, at least at the 
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commencement of the project. A task-focused leader concentrates on the performance 
of the activities in comparison to relationship-focused leaders who concentrate on 
gaining team members’ confidence, trust and respect. It is also in contrast to project 
methodologies like Prince2 (Bentley 1997) and PMBOK (PMI 2000) that focus on the 
tasks to be performed rather than the relationships required. 
Successful leaders MPDs reported were in generally composed and did not show too 
much frustration when things inevitably went wrong. Some MPDs, who had read 
Goleman (1998a), described this as part of having high emotional intelligence, others 
suggested it was essential to maintaining a productive relationship with staff. MPDs 
thought when leaders showed too much negative emotion they showed disrespect for 
team members and undermined any positive relationship the leader had with team 
members. The leaders avoided the transactional leadership approach of exchanging 
rewards for task performance (Thoms & Kerwin 2004) and being coercive, as described 
by Goleman (2000; 2002). The MPDs all described the development of plans by the 
leader with the team as distinct from transactional leaders that tend not to create detailed 
visions for their projects (Pinto et al. 1998). A basic assumption of transformational 
leadership is that the leader inspires the team members through providing vision and 
passion (Straker 2006). However this was not suggested by the MPDs. The project 
leaders were result-orientated, in some ways similar to transactional leadership (Straker 
2006). However, their focus in comparison with the task focus of transactional 
leadership was about creating relationships that ensured task completion. The leaders 
described by the MPDs were not visionaries and did not affect the mental state of team 
members to believe success came from deep and sustained commitment to the project 
cause (Straker 2006). Some of the traits not described by MPDs as leadership qualities 
required for project success were being charismatic, inspirational, intellectual, visionary 
and aware of team member needs (Robbins, Millett & Waters-Marsh 2004). 
Consistent with transformational leadership, leaders made team members more aware of 
the broader organisational goals and induced followers to transcend some of their 
personal interests for the larger project goals. As one MPD described it “if they all use 
their own personal agendas nothing will ever get done in a coherent fashion”. The 
leaders did nonetheless empower team members to act independently as part of the team 
— to deliver their “piece of the jigsaw puzzle” within the overall plan. The result was 
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that team members understood project goals, how they fitted within the team, and how 
they could better team with other team members. Overall, the leaders discussed focused 
on developing strong productive relationships, especially with team members, to ensure 
project success. 
5.2 Ensuring the support of senior management 
This section reports on the activities performed by MPDs to ensure senior management 
support was obtained and maintained throughout their projects. The major themes that 
emerged during interviews with MPDs were the need to obtain senior management’s 
support, the role of the project sponsor or champion, the actions required to have an 
effective steering committee, the need to involve stakeholders in the project and the 
attitude required for effective change management during the project. The underlying 
theme was that the project manager and project team create an effective working 
relationship with senior management to obtain their support. 
5.2.1 Senior Management Support 
One MPD stated that “the ultimate indicator of project success is senior managements’ 
willingness to work with you as the project leader, the project team and team members 
on subsequent projects”. To ensure that senior management wanted to work with them 
again each MPD described techniques used to gain their full support rather than as one 
MPD put it “just turning up for the occasional meeting”. MPDs warned that senior 
management support can be less than adequate as most senior managers are not project 
managers, nor fully aware of their project roles and responsibilities, and are focused on 
immediate problems in their areas of direct responsibility. This was often to the 
detriment of the project. Senior management were often of the opinion that project 
delivery was the sole responsibility of the project manager. The warning on senior 
management appears to be confirmed by the Standish Group’s finding that lack of 
executive support can be the number one factor causing project failure (Johnson et al. 
2001). 
MPDs saw one of the duties of the project leader as ensuring that the correct senior 
management were recruited to be involved in the project, assisting them to understand 
their role in the project, ensuring they make an adequate contribution to the project and 
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assisting them to fulfil their commitments to the project yet not doing their work. To 
achieve this, MPDs reported that, project leaders identified senior management key to 
project success and developed strong relationships with them. These relationships with 
senior management enable leaders to gather commitment to project activities, sound out 
ideas without fear of reprisal and obtain opinions. Only a few MPDs developed position 
descriptions for senior management, as recommended by some of the literature 
including Prince2 (Bentley 1997). The position descriptions were due to company 
policy rather than aimed at providing clarity of responsibility. MPDs believe effectively 
engaged senior managers will go beyond the position descriptions when required, to 
make the project a success and because they value the relationship with the project 
team. 
Consistent with the literature, the MPDs felt senior management needed to assist the 
project in dealing with issues and challenges (e.g.Thamhain 2004a, 2005). Only one 
MPD thought a project could be successful without senior management support. 
However, that MPD suggested that “by enlisting senior management support, 
particularly to resolve issues and assist with project challenges, project life is a lot easier 
and the likelihood of success increases dramatically”. The MPDs indicated that they 
involved the whole team in gaining senior management support. Involving the team was 
particularly important in cross-functional projects where team members continued to 
report directly to functional managers and/or had existing relationships with senior 
management that the project could capitalise upon, predominantly to obtain staff or 
funding, to receive their opinion on system design decisions, and to gain feedback on 
project plans and progress. By obtaining senior management’s opinions on project 
matters the project team were able to act positively to increase ongoing support. In 
acting upon senior management’s opinions the team needed to be seen as considering all 
their advice, willing to broker or negotiate a best fit strategy between senior 
management, able to explain the actions being taken in light of the advice provided and 
willing to action appropriate advice in a timely manner. Variations in senior 
management opinions that could cause conflict between senior management and the 
project meant the approach taken ensured an organisational ambience conducive to 
effective teamwork and successful project completion. As one MPD stated and others 
implied ultimately, “senior management either needed to support the project, take over 
the project sponsorship to get their own way or cease involvement in the project”. 
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Ceasing total involvement is often not practical and the leader will often need to 
negotiate an amicable solution that ensures senior management continues to give their 
support, particularly those funding and staffing the project. 
By emphasising the importance of the project to the organisation through senior 
management, leaders increased both team member referent power (Goleman 1998) and 
their feeling of importance. MPDs suggested that team members worked better, both as 
an individual and as a team, when they felt they were an integral part of an important 
project. Project leaders and team members’ powers were also increased by them 
becoming informational experts for senior management on project delivery, particularly 
on the benefits of interest to senior management. Senior management valued the 
opinions of team members with informational knowledge and helped them to create 
more relationships throughout the organisation — increasing both the team’s and team 
members’ ability to achieve a motivating sense of importance. 
The MPDs recognised that senior management supplied or approved most of the staff 
for the project and assisted with ensuring staff commitment to the project. MPDs 
indicated that by developing a strong relationship with senior management, they were 
able to discuss staffing issues with them, obtain additional unbudgeted staff for the 
project when required, replace staff who did not work out and obtain senior 
management’s assistance in motivating staff. MPDs used senior managers for some 
presentations and discussions with staff as they were particularly adept at linking 
organisational strategies to project priorities to increase staff commitment to the project. 
MPDs thought this was because senior management were seen as having a long term 
role in the organisation, rather than a temporary role like that of the project manager. 
MPDs saw this as an important TBA as senior management were then also committed to 
supporting the project, having provided a high priority image for the project for both 
staff working on the project and staff associated with the project. Providing a priority 
image for the project throughout the organisation is suggested by some of the literature 
as a method to reduce the challenges faced by projects including Thamhain (2005). 
5.2.2 Project Sponsor / Champion 
The MPDs indicated that they always worked towards getting a strong business project 
champion who can deal with other senior management. MPDs suggested on these types 
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of projects someone must take the lead role. The project leaders indicated that they 
selected project champions who were persuasive and influential within the senior 
management group. Ideally, MPDs indicated, achievement of the project champion’s 
performance appraisal, key performance indicators and any bonuses are complementary 
with project success. One project director stated “if you’re not careful the project 
champion will take the kudos with minimal commitment and involvement”, their excuse 
being their day-to-day work has a higher priority. By engineering the alignment of 
project and the project champion goals the project leaders were able to increase day-to-
day commitment to the project. The project champion’s commitment to the project was 
also increased by the project team preparing presentations for the project champion to 
give within the organisation (particularly to the CEO), assisting the project champion to 
achieve project based performance goals or bonuses and providing a profile for the 
project champion particularly in front of the CEO. Project leaders, on projects that 
required CEO or board approval, assisted the project champion’s profile by using the 
project team to put together the information required to gain the CEO’s and / or the 
board’s support for the project champion and the project. This also increased the profile 
and perceived importance of the project for team members and across the organisation. 
MPDs suggested that the project manager needs to develop a strong working 
relationship with the project champion, as do most articles discussing the role of the 
project champion, e.g. Elmes (1998). As one project leader put it “the project champion 
must become your new best friend, willing to do almost anything to help you succeed”. 
By selecting the right person and creating this relationship the project leader should 
have an ally capable and willing to assist with ensuring the project has mature staff; 
maintaining high staff morale; clearly defining the project direction to the organisation; 
and removing project road blocks. MPDs were adamant that the project champion 
should not be the high level architect of the project as suggested by some (see Briner, 
Hastings & Geddes 1999; Caldwell & Posner 1998; Norrie & Walker 2004). By 
ensuring these positions are separated the project champion can maintain a level of 
objectivity to project directions, provide an important friendly cross-check on project 
ideas (prior to presentation to the often more hostile greater organisation) and be a 
conduit for the organisation back into the project. 
 Team Building for Project Success 
Andrew Guiney    99 
5.2.3 Steering Committee 
All MPDs indicated they used steering committees (SC) or equivalent as a formal tool 
for obtaining senior management support. MPDs indicated that while most 
organisations were familiar with literature suggesting forming a SC or similar, they 
often did not have them or had “puppet” committees that required the project leader to 
bring the true concept to the organisations in order to achieve senior management 
commitment. In these organisations many senior managers were reluctant to join the 
steering committee or participate at the required level for project success due to their 
immediate day-to-day work pressures and/or a feeling that they could resolve any 
problems with the system delivered once it was implemented. MPDs in these situations 
pointed out to senior management that functionality shortfalls discovered after 
implementation are costly to change, are mostly unbudgeted, can take a considerable 
amount of time to rectify, will potentially delay benefits realisation leading them to be 
over budget and most probably will lead to a serious loss of organisational confidence in 
the system and the senior management that led the development. All MPDs warned that 
steering committee politics can cause disasters for the project leader if not carefully 
managed, something not mentioned in most literature when suggesting their formation 
(e.g. Thomsett 1989). MPDs developed close business friendships with all SC members. 
One way the friendship was built was by MPDs visiting each SC member prior to the 
SC meeting to ascertain their feelings on project matters and to remove the impact of 
any “surprises”, particularly when project news can be expected to produce a hostile 
reaction from one or all steering committee members. Project leaders used the SC to 
endorse the project’s directions and major decisions, with directions and 
recommendations determined outside the SC by team members working with SC 
members and their staff. The impact of this approach was the SC meeting did not 
degenerate into a working group type meeting and project relations between team 
members, SC members and their staff were enhanced through them all working 
together. Project leaders tried to avoid negative conflicts in SC meetings by holding 
smaller meetings outside SC meetings to discuss hot issues. All MPDs agreed that all 
projects have enemies and the last place one wants them is as a member of the project 
SC. To avoid this, most of the same techniques used to ensure the project champion was 
on board with the project were used with SC members. To summarise, MPDs suggested 
— set up the project SC; ensure SC members support the project; ensure SC members 
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are committed to the project; understand their requirements; manage their expectations; 
address their concerns; and communicate with them regularly both formally and 
informally. As well, MPDs occasionally sought the assistance of the project champion 
to control infighting between SC members. 
5.2.4 Stakeholders 
Several MPDs suggested that, to establish and maintain a successful project team, more 
stakeholders were required to be onside than just the project champion. One MPD 
thought that cross-functional projects needed two or three stakeholders supporting the 
project for success and that “these should be the ones that really matter”. To achieve 
stakeholder support MPDs implemented both a regular and concise formal 
communications channel and a less regular more informal communications channel to 
obtain and maintain stakeholder support. The literature agrees on the importance of 
communicating with senior management (e.g. Schneider 2002), but the MPDs provide a 
more in-depth view of what this entails in their project environment. All MPDs 
implemented a reporting system that enabled all project news to be communicated to 
stakeholders so that they did not feel left out or “in the dark” on project progress. As 
one MPD put it “senior management must understand the journey of the project through 
the good times and the bad, most importantly the bad times where their help is most 
often needed”. MPDs indicated that in order to present project reports in the most 
constructive way, team members or themselves had met with stakeholders on a regular 
basis to understand what value the project represented to them, obtain their views “good 
and bad” on the project and to ensure they felt informed on the project. 
Communications did not always include the consequences of the actions being taken, 
but MPDs thought it important that they knew the impact on the stakeholders and the 
possible impact on their relationship with the project. 
MPDs believed that to be successful, stakeholders need to have faith in the project 
team’s ability to deliver. To increase their faith in the project team MPDs opted to 
create opportunities for team members to present information to stakeholders and 
allocated primary responsibility for relations with each stakeholder to a team member. 
Using a team member to present to stakeholders increased the richness of the message 
being sent from the project to stakeholders and the organisation. Also, during these 
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presentations, the stakeholders often offered assistance to the project team, thereby 
increasing their commitment and support to the project. By assigning a team member to 
each stakeholder, confidence in the team was increased through stakeholders having a 
team member willing to understand their perspective on project matters, take their 
feedback to the project team and represent their interests on the project. Once this 
rapport was established, one MPD suggested, open, honest and frank communications 
with both good and bad news can be achieved between the project and stakeholders. 
Project leaders also used the project champion to gather stakeholders’ perspectives and 
views of project progress that they might be unwilling to feed directly back to the 
project manager or project team. This provided an essential escalation path for 
stakeholders in moments of discontent with project proceedings. As one MPD stated 
“The project leader needs to know how the stakeholders perceive the project is tracking 
rather than assuming they share the project leader’s opinion on progress”. MPDs 
thought that by implementing strong feedback loops, stakeholders felt they were are 
able to have their say in the direction of the project, particularly in areas where their 
business benefits were to be derived and where their staff were being used on the 
project, increasing their commitment and buying into the project. Finally, MPDs used 
these feedback loops prior to key meetings and presentations to research stakeholder 
opinions. One MPD suggested that the feedback loops enabled him “to anticipate how 
stakeholders planned to react, prior to project meetings, presentation and distribution of 
reports, to project information being articulated” so potentially disruptive situations 
could be avoided. 
5.2.5 Change Management 
MPDs acknowledged that on all projects, both successful and unsuccessful, the 
approach and direction will change or be revised. MPDs stated that change management 
is not about the process so clearly defined in the methodologies, such as PMBOK (PMI 
2000) and Prince2 (Bentley 1997), rather it is the project team’s attitude to change that 
makes a project successful. This is not covered in the literature, to the MPDs 
knowledge. MPDs encouraged a culture where team members were approachable on 
change and accepting of changes requested by senior management. As one MPD 
commented “a sure fire way to get senior management off side and focused on what the 
project will not deliver is to reject all their requests for improvements in system 
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functionality during the project, particularly as their understanding, enthusiasm and 
eagerness for project delivery increases”. Accordingly MPDs incorporated delivering 
what senior management needed into the project as it changed over the project life for a 
number of reasons, including changes in organisational goals and objectives, changes in 
senior management focus, changes in the economic environment and changes in the 
available technology. One MPD described one of the differences between success and 
failure as delivering “what is needed (by senior management) rather than what is 
wanted”. Overall however, successful project teams focus on creating a strong 
relationship with senior management rather than focusing wholly on what the project 
needs to deliver. 
5.3 Staffing the team properly 
MPDs used their project management expertise to ensure that the project was staffed 
with the technical and business expertise required to complete the project. One project 
manager described the “widow maker project” as a project where the project manager 
has been sacked once, a common occurrence in these types of projects, and management 
is considering sacking the subsequent project manager. The MPD suggested at this stage 
organisations should look at the project team members because often the cause will be 
poor project staffing caused by lack of senior management commitment to staffing the 
project adequately. 
All MPDs discussed the processes they went through to get the right people on the 
project and retain them. Most of the literature reviewed in relation to team staffing 
concentrated on resourcing the project team (e.g. PMBOK (PMI 2000)), which MPDs 
indicated generally refer to the staff under the project leader, but did not however 
consider the wider project team that they suggested needed to be controlled for 
improved team building. As one project leader commented “you need to take a real 360 
degree view to staffing your project”. To ensure project staffing led to an effective 
project team, the major themes discussed were the organisation’s role in staffing the 
team; the need for staff to have both technical and teaming capabilities; selecting staff to 
work on the project; allocating tasks to staff; and the impact of IT staff personalities on 
the effectiveness of the team. 
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As one MPD observed (and others alluded to) “most organisations fail to staff their 
projects with a competent project team, seemingly happy to pull together a group of 
available staff often complemented by a few consultants to pull it all together”. MPDs 
all stated that without the appropriate people, the project’s chance of success diminishes 
substantially. Unfortunately, MPDs felt many organisations did not understand this and 
without their assistance would often staff the project with available “dead wood”. MPDs 
were super critical of organisations that provide suboptimal team members and then 
expect “superhuman” project results. To combat this approach to project staffing MPDs 
suggested that as team leaders they retained the right to interview staff where possible, 
used the project champion to vet staff and linked delivery into the team member’s 
performance appraisal. MPDs’ views were consistent with Thamhain’s view that team 
members suboptimally matched to the task resulted in low motivation, conflict, low 
morale, poor decision making and eventually poor project performance (Thamhain 
2005). Todryk (1998) supports the MPDs’ stance by suggesting project managers take a 
risk using team members without the technical and management skills required to 
successfully complete the project. 
5.3.1 Technical and Teaming Capability 
MPDs agreed their successful projects resulted from having team members with both 
technical and teaming capabilities. Teaming capabilities referred to a team member’s 
ability to work within a team. The literature (Blake & Mouton 1982; Cockrell 2001; 
Rue & Byars 2004) concentrates on maturity (defined as a person’s motivation and 
competence to complete the tasks required) as a criterion for staff selection. However, 
the MPDs continually emphasised the importance of having team members with 
teaming capabilities for moulding together a project team capable of project success. As 
one MPD explained “a project team without team members with teaming capability will 
never progress through the four stages of team development” identified by Hersey and 
Blanchard (Cleland & Ireland 2002) of forming, storming, norming and performing. 
Teaming capability includes having sound communication skills and the ability to create 
relationships. MPDs required team members with good communications skills to create 
sound relationships, particularly with other team members and the project’s customers. 
Several MPDs suggested that consultants concentrate more on interpersonal 
communications making them more adept at teaming and internal staff tended to 
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concentrate more on what was good for their perception of the organisation or their next 
evaluation. Technical capabilities in the opinion of MPDs included having “a can do, 
will do, it’s done, attitude”. The MPDs stated that one of their dilemmas was whether to 
select staff because of technical fit or teaming ability, as many potential team members 
were strong in one or the other but not both, as portrayed by Figure 26. Staff that did 
have both became valued team members whom MPDs recruited to their projects at 
every opportunity, empowered to take responsibility for major deliverables and worked 
to retain as part of the project team, as shown in the top right hand corner of Figure 26. 
When team members were technically very capable yet had poor communication and 
teaming skills, MPDs suggested they provide additional support to compensate for their 
shortcomings. MPDs suggested that staff with poor technical capability and good 
teaming capability struggled to get the project completed, as project plans were 
generally developed based on staff having the technical competence up front with little 
or no provision for training or learning. The actions taken with these staff were to avoid 
getting them on to the project and if already on the project, limiting reliance on them 
until they became capable. Project team members were often unable to develop the 
technical capability required in the timeframe. In these cases, MPDs discussed the 
situation with the team member’s senior manager and often shadowed the person on the 
project team with a technically capable contractor, thus ensuring that the person was 
capable of returning to the organisation as an ambassador for the business system being 
developed. For those with poor technical and teaming capabilities the MPDs attempted 
to avoid recruiting them and once recruited to the team they placed limited reliance on 
these staff and managed them out of the project over time, as shown in the bottom left 
hand corner of Figure 26. In this instance, MPDs raised the risk with senior 
management that they now had a staff member incapable of completing their allocated 
tasks. Figure 26 summarises the MPDs’ views on team members needing technical and 
teaming capabilities. 
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Teaming Capability
HighLow
Employ only stars
Assist stars to team 
Do not employ
If employed Š
manage out
Do not employ
If employed Š
assist to gain skills
Employ
Empower
Retain
 
Figure 26 Technical and Teaming Capability 
MPDs ensured senior management providing staff understood that team members must 
be technically able to deliver from the start. MPDs did not see these projects as the 
place for staff to become technically capable unless the organisation recognised training 
needs in the project plans. MPDs felt that due to the time pressures of IT business 
projects, leaders could not be supportive of team members who were willing to learn but 
technically incapable. MPDs’ opinions were reflective of Pinto et al. (1998) who 
suggested that project leaders and organisations should not expect performance from 
team members who lack technical capability. MPDs however, took this a step further 
indicating that the organisation should not expect performance from teams that lack 
technical capability. MPDs continually that stressed the relationships they create with 
senior management enable them to have open and frank discussions on project staffing, 
staff performance and overall team capability. 
In summary, MPDs focused on a team member’s technical and teaming capability 
whereas the literature focused on capability and willingness (Blake & Mouton 1982; 
Cockrell 2001; Rue & Byars 2004). MPDs indicated that without teamwork and team 
members with technical capabilities project success was unlikely. MPDs indicated that 
willingness resulted from teamwork, and team members wanting to contribute to the 
team. 
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5.3.2 Selecting Staff 
Most MPDs had limited ability to select internal staff for the project. However, most 
had some role in the selection process for external staff, including contractors. The 
selection process depended on the human resource practices of the organisation. The 
MPDs unanimously agreed that ideally the project manager should hand pick their team 
or, at least have the power to veto staff being selected on the project. MPDs suggested 
that by creating relationships with senior management, service providers and staff 
providers, they were able to influence staffing decisions and substantially achieve the 
ability to select their own staff. MPDs also suggested that by exerting their influence 
with senior management they often obtained a more capable staff member, than when 
selecting the staff member themselves, as committed senior management used their 
knowledge of staff to provide team members that increased the likelihood project 
succeeded. MPDs also felt when they played a lead role in team recruitment, the 
commitment between leader and team member increased. This was not stressed within 
the literature reviewed, although Yukl (2006) recommends established cooperative 
relationships with staff providers. 
Capable business user involvement, either as part-time or full time team members, 
contributed to the success of the projects reviewed with the MPDs. MPDs agreed that 
having business people who really knew the business and were not just readily available 
contributed to the credibility of the project within the team and with senior 
management. Competent business users understood the business benefits of the system, 
sold the benefits throughout the organisation, and ensured the system encapsulated 
delivery of the benefits. These business users assisted technical team members to 
understand the merits of the system, thereby increasing team cooperation between 
business and technical team members, and escalating project team morale. The capable 
business users were technically competent and were also team players who developed 
strong relationships with other team members and project customers. The approach 
taken by MPDs of involving business users addresses a concern raised by the Standish 
Group that poor user involvement can be a cause of project failure (Standish Group 
2005). 
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5.3.3 Staff Allocation 
All MPDs indicated that matching staff capabilities to roles and responsibilities 
contributed to the success of their projects. To achieve this they needed to understand 
team member capabilities and develop roles and responsibilities to suit the individual 
team member as well as to achieve project delivery. This was particularly necessary as 
some staff were allocated to the project by management, rather than selected for specific 
roles by the MPDs. By designing tasks to suit a team member’s capabilities and by 
agreeing the roles with the team member, leaders increased team member commitment 
and interest in the project. Discussing the role with staff ensured agreement with the 
level of resourcing, identified training requirements, and increased commitment to task 
completion. However, literature focuses mainly on the mechanics of work breakdown 
structures, and allocating staff as part of developing the project plan with tools such as 
Microsoft® Project for example Schwalbe (2002). MPDs thought junior project 
managers often focused on tasks, as suggested by the literature, while more experienced 
project managers focused on designing the tasks to fit available team members’ 
capabilities. Staff shortages resulting from this process were taken up with senior 
management. 
5.3.4 IT Staff Personalities 
MPDs indicated that their IT business projects included key computer experts whom the 
project relied upon for delivery. System users sometimes viewed these IT staff 
negatively, due to the manner in which they so bluntly explained system constraints. 
Using Myer-Briggs, Lyon’s (1985) study of the IT psyche, based on over one thousand 
computer workers in one hundred companies goes some way to explaining MPDs’ 
concerns with some IT experts. The study identified most IT experts as introverted and 
not strong communicators. MPDs stressed that if these IT professionals were teamed 
with people who had good communications skills and understood the importance of 
keeping the users informed and onside, their shortcomings could be compensated for. 
This however, sometimes required additional staff to be allocated to the project team to 
improve communications, to increase teaming and minimise disruption. Overall, 
staffing the project was focused not just on getting the technical staff required but also 
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staff with the ability to work in a team environment, including creating effective 
relationships with others to ensure project success. 
5.4 Planning the project with the team 
All projects reviewed had project plans. MPDs thought staff would feel that a project 
without a project plan was out of control. This aligned with project management 
literature that alludes to all projects requiring a project plan (Thoms & Pinto 1999; 
Thomsett 1989). All projects reviewed had involved the team in the project planning. 
Major themes discussed were alignment of organisational and project plans, the use of a 
defined planning process and the role of project team members in planning. 
5.4.1 Aligning Plans 
One MPD told the story of playing on a team where the coach wanted them to play a 
particular game plan in the second half of each match. The player disagreed with the 
plan but knew he only had three choices; leave the team, not play the second half or get 
on board and give it his full support. The MPD was fully aware of the problems of a 
team in which most of the players are going one way while one or two are going in 
another direction. All MPDs, like this one, felt aligning organisational plans, project 
plans and individual plans made the project easier but agreed this was not always 
possible or essential for success. Thamhain’s research suggests the alignment of goals is 
necessary for a unified team culture to emerge (Thamhain 2004a). MPDs suggested that 
by closely aligning organisational plans and project plans, team members were more 
supportive of the project’s direction. Alignment of plans, they felt, unified the team and 
created a sense of joint mission between the team and the organisation. While the 
literature often suggested alignment of organisational, project and individual plans, 
MPDs indicated that alignment with individual team member plans can be difficult, if 
not impossible. As the MPD in the example above indicated, “you often need to search 
for individuals willing to be flexible enough to implement the team plan”. Also, while 
the literature seems to imply that alignment of plans will lead to success, MPDs felt that 
alignment of plans does not ensure project success and often the plans need to change 
along the way, thereby increasing the need to select or create team members who are 
able to adapt to changing plans. 
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5.4.2 Planning Process 
The MPDs all had a very similar process for project planning that involved the team and 
obtaining their commitment to the plan. The process commenced with management 
providing a high level vision, as one project manager put it “a straw man that could be 
challenged and changed during the team planning process”. Team members then utilised 
the straw man to come up with their sub-plans either individually or as a group. Groups 
then met to consolidate plans and develop an overall project plan for presentation back 
to management. The process took a number of iterations and was ongoing throughout 
the project. Newer versions of the project plan were developed as major milestones 
were achieved in a waterfall project approach to project planning, similar to that 
recommended in the Prince2 project methodology (Bentley 1997).  
This approach made team members more committed to the project and more 
comfortable with the plans as they were able to plan with certainty in the short term and 
to have flexible long term plans that changed as their knowledge grew. MPDs agreed 
that the detail of the process was not as important as ensuring that the plan developed in 
such a way that the team bought into achievement of the project and senior management 
were satisfied with the project’s direction. The MPDs described the process as 
increasing team members’ project knowledge by involving them in defining 
requirements and understanding the relationship between project deliverables and 
benefits realisation. MPDs all felt ensuring the team’s involvement in the planning 
process contributed to team camaraderie and developing strong relationships. The 
literature on project planning is mixed, with some suggesting the project leader should 
develop the plan (Straker 2006) while other writers suggest the team should be involved 
(Carr, Englehardt & Tuman 2004).  
5.4.3 The Planning Team 
While research (e.g. Einsiedel 1998) indicates that projects achieve higher performance 
when team members are involved in setting the vision and goals, the vision for most 
projects reviewed commenced outside the project team and led to project formation, 
according to MPDs. Full-time staff on the project mostly developed the plan and other 
stakeholders were involved for advice, sign-off and commitment to support the plan. 
MPDs explained the rationale for their approach was the project team charged with the 
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delivery should also do the planning to ensure commitment, understanding and 
agreement with the plan. The project team involved in planning was identified by 
determining the team members whose buy-in, understanding and commitment to the 
team and the project was required for project success. Also, MPDs suggested they used 
planning to influence team members and gain their commitment to overall project plans 
as part of team formation. As one MPD explained, “planning with the team is not a 
project manager with his Microsoft Project Plan saying this is what we are going to do 
and expecting everyone to follow; it is an interactive process designed to gain team 
member coordination and commitment to the project”. 
Due to project size, complexity, multidisciplinary nature and riskiness, MPDs viewed it 
as virtually impossible for the leader to develop a realistic plan without project team’s 
assistance. Thamhain (2004a; Thamhain 2005) concurs. That said, most MPDs had a 
straw man in the back of their minds based on their appreciation of the project and 
senior management’s expectations. The MPDs, although having their views on the plan, 
ensured that project team members took the lead in the planning process to increase 
commitment to achievement of the plan. MPDs stated that effective leaders know the 
“drop-dead” dates, and the basis for the deadlines (business event, someone’s holidays 
or someone’s reputation or regulator requirement with penalties for non-conformance, 
end of budget period, etc.). Good leaders ensured team members were aware of the 
importance of dates for planning, and delivery against those dates. As an MPD 
explained, some dates (while appearing soft) might have special significance and if the 
plan does not take them into account, senior management can lose confidence in the 
project team. This cause the project team to lose confidence in the project and 
sometimes leave because they feel the project is going nowhere or is impossible. MPDs 
indicated that delivery of parts of the system within date constraints could often be more 
important than achieving budget or providing all the system functionality, particularly 
for team morale, credibility within the organisation and most important of all customer 
satisfaction. 
The MPDs saw stakeholder input and acceptance of the plan as contributing to 
unification or lessening of the gap between the project team and the organisation. MPDs 
used the planning process to build closer ties with senior management and the 
organisation to ensure buy-in and support for the project, particularly when additional 
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team members were required. The wider project team included risk areas, project 
management officers, internal audit, finance, IT departments, etc. MPDs indicated that 
the team needs to use its influencing skills and relationship skills to create and obtain 
acceptance of the plan by the wider project team, particularly as often the planning stage 
is the first communication from the core project team. While the literature on project 
planning concentrates mainly on the process (e.g. Prince2 (Bentley 1997)), MPDs 
focused on who should plan and who should be involved in planning rather than the 
process. The MPDs suggested by involving the wider project team, rather than just the 
project steering committee or the project champion, a more fully encompassing result 
was obtained across the organisation, including increased support for the project team. 
MPDs suggested by including the wider project team in planning, the likelihood of 
support for the team when things go wrong increases substantially. MPDs thought the 
planning activity of communicating and creating relationships assisted in growing a 
team spirit throughout the organisation, and overall was more important than the plan 
itself because initial timeframes, budgets and scope are seldom achieved. 
5.5 Developing strong communications channels 
As a means of influencing the organisation’s perceptions of the project and the amount 
of support willingly provided to the project team, MPDs developed strong 
communications. MPDs described communications as the activities undertaken by the 
project team to obtain support for the project and to ensure satisfaction with the project 
team, particularly from the project customers including senior management. The MPD’s 
interpretation differs from that of Prince2 (Bentley 1997) and PMBOK methodologies, 
who describe communications as obtaining and providing information rather than 
activities performed by the team to obtain project support and develop strong 
relationships. Methodologies in the literature concentrate mainly on developing formal 
communication plans whereas MPDs described developing communication plans as 
covering both formal and informal communications from the project team. This section 
concentrates on the MPDs’ communication planning activities and the impact of 
different communication methods on the project team. 
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5.5.1 Communication Plans 
The MPDs described how they developed and implemented communication plans 
similar to those described in the Prince2 project methodology (Bentley 1997). All 
MPDs were familiar with development of communication plans and considered that the 
literature, including PMBOK (PMI 2000) and Prince2 (Bentley 1997), often missed the 
importance of developing communications with the project team. For project staff, 
formal communications often solidified project concepts and provided a reference point 
for later planning. For new project team members past communication documents were 
often used to introduce them to the project. 
Communications were viewed by MPDs as a method of gaining the organisation’s 
confidence and support in the project team. For the wider project team (i.e. staff 
partially involved in the project) communications were aimed at either making them feel 
part of the team or appreciative of what the project team was doing for them. The wider 
project team were often identified using organisational diagrams and included people 
needed at some stage to assist with system delivery or with benefits realisation once the 
system was delivered. Team members were often formally allocated responsibility for 
maintaining relationships with the wider project team. MPDs’ communications plans 
included status reporting; plans for meetings; overview of schedules; reporting of 
progress against schedule; expected and committed benefits; and communicating with 
user groups. MPDs pointed out that project communications needed to be regular, 
concise and delivered using an appropriate format throughout the life of the project. 
MPDs felt that, on some projects, too much emphasis in project methodologies was 
given to developing the communications plan and following the plan, rather than 
communicating, taking feedback and proactively reacting to the feedback. 
Several of the MPDs suggested they targeted “influencers” within the organisation, for 
example personal assistants to key stakeholders — seldom mentioned in the literature 
(e.g. Opfer 2004) and often forgotten by junior project managers. Influencers were used 
to open doors for the project team and communicate good things about the leader and 
the projects team. Influencers were engaged by the project team to build the 
organisation’s confidence in the project and to gain higher organisational support for the 
project. 
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MPDs used an all-inclusive approach to communications — i.e. the project gave 
everyone involved with the project the same message rather than tailoring messages to 
suit several small groups. The major problem identified with tailoring messages to suit 
small groups was that, if numerous, communications could be construed as providing 
mixed messages, thereby leading to confusion and lack of confidence in the project 
team or leader. Finally, MPDs counselled that they needed to be careful about the team 
becoming so busy and excited about the system being developed that they failed to 
communicate. Where the project team stopped communicating effectively, resistance to 
change increased as system users became unsure of why design decisions were made, 
and uncomfortable with the final systems being delivered. Successful MPDs used a 
regular, consistent stream of messages throughout the life of the project, both formal 
and informal, to inform system users and overcome resistance to change. 
5.5.2 Communication Activities 
MPDs description of their project team’s communications with other parties have been 
categorised into three themes (based on Elmes’ (1998) study of communications 
(1998)): ambassador activities — aimed at representing the team to others and 
protecting the team from outside interference; team coordination activities — aimed at 
synchronising the team’s efforts with others; and scouting activities — aimed at 
obtaining ideas or information. Projects described by MPDs constantly used 
ambassador type activities, particularly with senior management and IT departments to 
maintain support for the project team. The project team constantly updated project 
information to ensure they were always telling the same story. The projects reviewed 
also continually needed to coordinate tasks with people outside the project team to 
ensure the completion of joint deliverables, particularly with staff in functional 
departments. Coordination of tasks with external parties was often problematic, 
particularly where there were competing priorities; project team members in these cases 
relied on the relationships the project team had created with senior management and the 
priority image developed for the project within the organisation, often by the project 
leader with senior management, to assist. MPDs made team members aware that the 
organisation’s evaluation of team performance was affected by their level of satisfaction 
with coordinated activities. To increase satisfaction and to reduce the “us and them” 
syndrome that could grow between the team and the organisation, external groups were 
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often invited to team meetings or made team members while cooperative tasks were 
performed. As well, MPDs thought leaders on the successful projects reviewed, 
provided a positive example of cooperation and flexibility with groups external to the 
project for team members, whereas leaders and team members on failing projects often 
ended up in disputes with external groups, particularly regarding scope, approach and 
timeframes.  
Finally, scouting operations were a vital part of the development of productive 
communication channels. Scouting was mainly used for developing solidarity within the 
team and common understanding around system requirements and design. Most of the 
scouting activities were performed early in the project and assisted the team to form 
strong relationships with key information sources for later in the project. MPDs warned 
that not scouting and collecting ideas from the business and IT departments can cause a 
rift between the project team and other parts of the organisations. In contrast, Elmes 
(1998) observed that teams who performed substantial levels of scouting operations 
rated lower than teams that perform fewer scouting activities. Overall, MPDs indicated 
that scouting activities were performed mostly early in the project while ambassador 
and coordination activities were performed throughout the life of the project. 
The typical successful project described by MPDs focused on both formal and informal 
communications whereas some methodologies appeared to focus more on the 
development of formal communication plans, e.g. Prince2 (Bentley 1997). Formal 
communications included: steering committee meetings, formal events, regular status 
reports, creation of user groups and staff training sessions. In MPDs opinion, a major 
difference between successful and unsuccessful projects was the amount achieved on 
successful projects through informal communications. Informal communications 
included team members getting together as issues arose to resolve the problems 
cooperatively and keep the project moving forward. Informal communications (e.g. one-
on-one get togethers or coffee meetings with two to four participants) were also often 
used as an effective method of influencing and obtaining stakeholder support for formal 
communications. MPDs felt as leaders that they were always thinking about project 
communications and the “vibe” the project was giving off, particularly to stakeholders 
and customers, something best gauged through informal get togethers. MPDs indicated 
that in their opinion informal meetings, where decisions were made, increased the 
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camaraderie within the project team and with the organisation. Decisions made in these 
informal meetings could be documented when required by follow-up email. Overall, 
communications were more about creating and maintaining effective relationships than 
communicating project technical matters including project progress. This aspect is 
seldom, if at all mentioned in literature on developing project communications, e.g. 
Prince2 (Bentley 1997). 
5.6 Empowering team members 
MPDs required a nucleus of empowered team members in the project team to be 
successful. Team members empowered by MPDs to work independently on the project 
tasks were; willing to work on the project, competent to do the work allocated and 
proficient in working within a team environment. MPDs explained willing team 
members wanted the project to succeed and their ability to deliver ensured the project 
could succeed. Empowered employees, the MPDs commented, worked better with 
customers and management to gain their satisfaction with project delivery. Also, 
empowered employees were able to be delegated tasks and their progress observed. For 
staff who required assistance to complete their tasks or were unwilling to commit to the 
project a different approach to empowerment was taken. MPDs observed that these 
team members were unable to be empowered and often used a disproportionate amount 
of leadership time, contributed significantly less to project progress than empowered 
team members and could cause project failure, if not managed appropriately. This 
section focuses on the activities MPDs suggested were used by leaders with team 
members they empowered and then on activities performed by leaders with team 
members unable to be empowered. 
5.6.1 Team Members and Empowerment 
The empowering of team members commenced with the selection of team members 
capable of being empowered to act independently within the project team. MPDs 
explained that empowerment, willingness and ability were one focus whereas for 
staffing the team properly the focus was ability and teaming capability — willingness 
was assumed. Once employed, leaders used a relationship approach to management of 
empowered team members rather than a task orientated or directive approach. The 
MPDs empowered these team members to lead their projects through delegating 
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responsibility to them for key deliverables. These staff throughout the project united the 
team together, particularly at critical points. They enjoyed and demanded to take 
responsibility and when uncertain approached the leader for support or participation in 
project decisions. As one MPD stated, these team members were also able to “manage 
upward”. 
Leaders empowered team members to make the majority of project decisions to build 
team commitment to delivering the project vision. Team members were encouraged to 
take control and ownership of their project tasks, including responsibility for making the 
decisions required to complete these tasks. Leaders supported team members in making 
the decisions required to plan, organise, control and report. Team members were 
empowered by leaders to collect the information required to complete the project and 
make the majority of the decisions. Figure 27 summarises the views of MPDs on 
decision making within the project team (Figure 27 is based Bonoma and Slevin’s 
leadership model (Pinto & Kharbanda 1995; Pinto et al. 1998; Slevin & Pinto 1991)). 
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Note: The shaded quadrant was the preferred position and the arrows indicate leaders 
moving team members towards the preferred position throughout the project. 
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Figure 27 Increasing team commitment to project decisions 
Bonoma and Slevin’s (Slevin & Pinto 1991) leadership model suggests four 
management styles: shareholder, consensus, consultative or autocratic, based on the 
amount of information the team possesses and whether the team or the leader makes the 
decision. MPDs indicated that leaders lacked the time and bandwidth to be involved in 
making the majority of the day-to-day decisions. Bandwidth in this situation referred to 
the physical limitations of a leader to understand all the information and make all the 
decisions on a project. In the successful projects described by the MPDs, team 
members made most of the decisions and informed the leader through formal and 
informal communications (the shaded area in Figure 27). Many of the day-to-day 
decisions made were only ever reported as part of progress reporting. The best analogy 
provided by an MPD was a comparison of the leader with a ship’s captain. The captain 
has overall knowledge of where the ship is going, the communication skills to tell the 
crew and passengers where they are going, and trusts the engineers to keep the engines 
running, the navigator to plot the right course and the ship’s officers to keep the ship on 
course while he sleeps. To enable team members to make decisions, and to move them 
along the arrows in Figure 27 toward the shaded area, project leaders ensured that team 
member roles were defined; team members understood what they were expected to 
achieve as part of the project; regular formal and informal communication session were 
conducted to keep the leadership team informed of information collected; decisions 
made, progress achieved; and to maintain strong relationships with the organisation 
involved in the project. MPDs indicated that when the leader had all the information 
required to make the decision, the leader provided the team with the information to 
make the decision to build commitment, an important aspect not addressed in Bonoma 
and Slevin’s leadership model. Team members were empowered to make project 
decisions and also to determine the process to make the decision. MPDs encouraged 
team members to explore solutions to problems, particularly with the organisation, and 
to build strong ties to the project and project decisions. MPDs suggested that when the 
team informed project leaders of a decision perceived as sub-optimal, the leader 
assisted the team to review the decision by looking at the risks or performing an 
analysis of the pros and cons of activities with the wider project team, particularly the 
customer on critical decisions. 
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The management style used by successful MPDs was similar to consensus management 
in Bonoma and Slevin’s leadership model. Consensus management, according to the 
model, should be utilised when the team’s knowledge is high and the group is making 
the decision which, although not always present in the projects reviewed, was created 
through the leader assisting team members to access the information required to make 
decisions, particularly early in the project. However, many of the decisions were made 
and needed to be made without the leader’s involvement, including the adequacy of 
system functionality delivered. That was assessed by system users as part of user 
acceptance testing. MPDs indicated that obtaining user acceptance of the system was 
aided by having strong relationships throughout the project with users, something not 
mentioned in documents that focus on the technical process of performing user 
acceptance testing. 
Other empowerment methods included giving team members authority together with 
responsibility to perform tasks which aligned with their willingness to take a larger role 
in the project. The MPDs talked about different methods used during their projects to 
empower team members including encouraging them to contribute, adopting their 
suggestions when they add value, giving them the power to enact their suggestions, 
planning with them, giving team members recognition and recognising those people 
who used their empowerment to overcome difficulties. Methods of recognising team 
member performance included mentioning their efforts in team meetings, presenting 
certificates or giving vouchers, but excluded monetary rewards. Once empowered,  
MPDs allowed team members the flexibility to determine their approach to task 
completion and allowed them to adjust the plan to allow for a different delivery method. 
MPDs related that empowered team members report both bad and good news. With 
empowered team members, MPDs warned, you need to be careful of disempowering 
them through your actions, for example berating good ideas that are poorly timed or 
when things inevitably go wrong, “sending them to the salt mines” rather than 
understanding the situation and supporting them to minimise the impact on both them 
and the project. Leaders who reacted poorly to bad news disempowered their team 
members and often led to subsequent hiding of problems. 
The MPDs suggested that empowerment worked on their projects because the team 
members understood what the project was trying to achieve despite the schedule, scope 
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and budget constraints. To ensure team members were on the right track once 
empowered, the MPDs held regular meetings with team members and were available to 
participate in discussions on deliverables. The MPDs suggested small regular catch-up 
meetings are superior to large infrequent catch-up meetings. They suggested that 
frequent catch-ups avoid large deviations from plan. 
5.6.2 Team Members Not Able to be Empowered 
Not all team members could be empowered to act independently, particularly willing 
team members with shortcomings in their current skill level. These team members were 
mostly seen as the “up and comers” of the future by MPDs. They were encouraged to 
increase their abilities, with the objective of being capable prior to the end of the 
project. The leaders of these team members, on the MPDs’ projects, began by being 
very directive leaders and progressed as the employee’s abilities grew from discussing 
activities and the leader making the decision, to discussing activities and the team 
member making the decisions, and finally to the team member being empowered to take 
responsibility for task completion and informing the leader through normal reporting 
processes. The MPDs indicated that an increase in productivity from “up and comers” 
towards the end of the project, particularly through empowerment, contributed 
significantly to the project’s ability to ramp up in line with customer expectations. 
The downside of team members whose capabilities needed to evolve during the project 
was they drained the productivity of other team members, could be seen as not 
contributing sufficiently to the team and could upset team member harmony. MPDs 
warned against having too many “up and comers” on any one project or starting them 
late in the project cycle where the benefits accrue to the next project and the costs to the 
current project. MPDs ensured that the team understood the person was learning and 
asked for their consideration to assist with team building. 
All MPDs were of the opinion that unwilling and unable workers should not be 
employed on a project. If they were employed, leaders managed them off the project to 
minimise their impact on team efficiency rather than attempting to empower them. The 
time pressures of these projects inhibited turning these types of employees around. 
Where the person had the ability but was unwilling to contribute to the project and the 
project was reliant on the person to deliver, the leaders used other methods of 
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management rather than empowerment of the team member, including raising their 
concerns with their direct manager, adding the task to their performance appraisal and 
delegating responsibility to their line manager. One MPD suggested in these situations 
for permanent staff they shadow them with a contractor and for contractors they 
employed another contractor. Figure 28 summarises the MPDs’ views on empowering 
team members based on the situational leadership model described in the literature 
(Blake & Mouton 1982; Cockrell 2001; Rue & Byars 2004). The leaders aimed for the 
majority of employees to be in the top right corner. Based on the team member’s ability 
and willingness, the figure summarises what the leader’s focus was with the team 
member and the leadership approach taken (in italics). 
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Figure 28 Team member empowerment 
5.7 Developing appropriate organisational interfaces 
The organisational areas being interfaced by the project were a mixture of internal 
organisational areas and external companies. Many of the organisational interfaces 
required to be developed have already been discussed as part of other TBAs, i.e. 
obtaining senior management support, staffing the team properly, involving the 
organisation in project planning with the team and developing strong communications 
channels with the organisation. MPDs indicated that interfaces were initially identified 
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during project planning. The interfaces identified included people required to change for 
the project to be delivered or people in charge of delivering system functionality for the 
project. Interface organisations included purchasing, product assurance, legal services, 
contractors, suppliers and software vendors. All projects reviewed had cross-functional 
interfaces and dependencies for project success. 
Interface organisations will often have other goals to coordinate in addition to project 
goals. MPDs were aware that the project’s success was not usually the interface 
partners’ primary objectives although system delivery often assisted in achievement of 
their long term goals. The MPDs suggested that once identified, the relationship 
between the project team and interface organisational areas were strengthened by 
integrating, where appropriate, key personnel in the interface area into the project team. 
The larger projects as described by the MPDs, had business teams (within the project 
team, often staffed from the interface organisation) who assisted with the process of 
obtaining interface organisations buy-in, particularly of business areas that needed to 
change their processes for the system’s implementation. The project team assisted 
interface organisations to develop plans and integrated them into the project plan. Often 
the interface organisations’ plans needed to coordinate a number of projects and 
business changes while maintaining business as usual activities. Integration of plans 
identified whether “showstoppers” existed and enabled the project team to understand 
where the project fitted within the interface organisation’s plan and priorities. The 
MPDs indicated that to achieve project success both parties needed to communicate 
performance against plan in order to manage these dependencies. Team building 
commenced with the agreement to integration of plans and flowed on throughout the 
project. Team members involved in monitoring and updating the plans were 
appreciative of each other’s situation and worked together cooperatively to adjust plans 
as things inevitably changed throughout the project. 
Informal relationships were often harder to create than formal relationships but paid 
dividends, especially for coordination of activities between formal reporting cycles. 
Informal relationships were created by the project team with those people that could 
accomplish things within the organisation rather than just with the formal interface 
person. One MPD developed informal relationships based on establishing a personal 
rapport with people who wanted the project to make a difference and had the authority 
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to make a difference. Another MPD developed informal relationships with key vendor 
technical people working on his projects in addition to the formal relationship made 
with their management. The MPDs used informal relationships as often interface 
organisations were more comfortable working informally rather than through formal 
channels designed for business as usual processes that were perceived to take too long 
and be overly complex for the project situation. To keep the all parties informed of 
informal project decisions, emails were used or decisions noted in formal status reports 
between the interface organisation and the project team, when required. MPDs, 
consistent with the literature, coordinated the organisational interfaces required for 
project delivery by facilitating shared visions, integrating plans, sharing decision 
making and working together (Yukl 2006). Also, the MPDs  continually emphasised 
that team members built cooperative relationships with interface parties by treating 
them as part of the team. 
5.8 Building commitment among team members 
To MPDs, commitment meant team members developing a sense of ownership in both 
what they were delivering and the overall project. Building commitment among team 
members was discussed last at the interviews and most MPDs related suggestions 
already made for other TBAs. However, in discussing building commitment MPDs did 
provide additional perspectives on a number of the TBAs, including team member 
selection, team member development, team building sessions and celebrating success. 
MPDs suggested that a team member’s commitment to the project can be judged by 
their willingness to subordinate their own interests to the team and project success. 
Katzenbach and Smith (1992a) and Parkin, Bourke and Gleeson (2004) describe teams 
that perform as containing team members willing to subordinate individual interests for 
the betterment of the team. Straker (2006) describes this team characteristic as group 
locomotion hypothesis. MPDs indicated that project leaders that created group 
locomotion were more likely to have project success and team members with group 
locomotion were valuable team members. Team member commitment and group 
locomotion were achieved by linking team member needs or wants with project 
performance including professional interests, personal interests and career aspirations. 
MPDs also suggested that the stronger the relationship culture built between team 
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members, with senior management and with the wider project team the more likely they 
are to succeed as a team. The successful projects reviewed did not use instrumental 
compliance. That is, MPDs did not get team members to comply by offering rewards, 
monetary bonus or punishment as suggested in some of the literature, e.g. Strang 
(2005). 
MPDs thought team members were more committed when, as leaders, they shared their 
vision of the future with them and worked with them to ensure they knew how they 
fitted within that vision. MPDs indicated that sharing project vision, as suggested in the 
literature (for example Einsiedel (1998) was insufficient — team members wanted to 
know how their contribution was important for project delivery. Leaders used team 
member involvement in project planning and task definition to assist staff to understand 
the importance of their contribution to the project. Leaders then involved team members 
in integrating their plans into the project plan to create an understanding of the 
dependencies between team members and the need to commit to deliver for each other. 
Leaders then celebrated achievement of tasks with team members to increase ongoing 
commitment and drive. The leaders recognised both team goals and individual goal 
achievements. Some of the leaders recognised that they had given staff on their projects 
unreasonable notice or unrealistic timeframes. In these cases they told the team member 
their evaluation of the situation and asked for their assistance, rather than lose their 
commitment and the relationship formed through planning together. They found most 
team members’ reactions were reasonable in these situations. 
Other leadership qualities that contributed most to building commitment among team 
member included being committed as a project manager; “reading and answering emails 
in a timely manner or at least acknowledging emails”; being enthusiastic as a project 
manager; building an environment where people are comfortable sharing problems; 
creating a culture where problems are “blame free”; and being approachable. 
Staffing the project includes selection of staff willing and able to commit to the project. 
MPDs indicated that these types of projects often required long working days and team 
members committed to this level of effort, particularly towards project completion. 
Leaders used their relationships with team members to understand their ability to 
commit to the project. Leaders worked within these bounds, where possible, or 
knowingly asked team members to commit extra effort, when required by the project. 
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MPDs suggested that by developing a team member’s professional knowledge and 
experience they gained commitment. The MPDs also noted these types of projects 
usually have limited time and budget for employee development. MPDs used team 
member presentations to assist in sharing knowledge and developing team members to 
increase respect and commitment within the team. MPDs suggested (where budget 
allowed) sending people on relevant courses assisted with gaining individual 
commitment, particularly when the project involved learning new technologies. 
Team building sessions, although ranked lowly by MPDs (refer to Table 11) were 
utilised by all successful projects. Team building sessions were mostly informal get-
togethers or paper bag lunches rather than formal training sessions as described in some 
literature (Kieffer 1997). MPDs indicated that project timeframes and budgets precluded 
the organisation of formal team building sessions. MPDs also used any training sessions 
as relationship building sessions. 
Finally, the MPDs observed that nothing breeds commitment like success and progress. 
MPDs indicated team member commitment increased with success and the desire to be 
part of a successful team. People like to see things happening and want to be associated 
with success not failure. Celebrating success enabled project members including 
stakeholders and the wider team to recognise project progress, to want to raise their 
association with the project and to commit more fully to the project. Yukl (2006) 
described recognition as reducing the feeling of alienation and being unappreciated 
which MPDs indicated can occur with projects that take years to complete and fail to 
celebrate milestones. 
5.9 Summary 
MPDs provided their expert opinion to explain the implementation of the top eight 
ranked TBAs for project success. These TBAs represent seventy five percent of the 
priority for project success based on AHP results from 31 MPDs and received eighty 
eight percent of the highest ranking priorities given by MPDs. The MPDs’ expert 
opinions on implementation of the team building activities were compared where 
applicable with theories identified in the literature. The team building activities can be 
summarised into three themes: team leadership and direction, team member, and team 
support, as shown in Figure 29. The team building activities in each theme are: team 
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leadership and direction; team member: staffing the team properly, empowering team 
members, planning the project with the team and building commitment among team 
members; and team support: ensuring senior management support; developing strong 
communication channels and developing appropriate organisational interfaces. 
 
Figure 29 Team building activities and sub-activities 
Team leadership and direction  
Leaders focused on creating people based relationships to build successful project teams 
rather than being task focused. Leaders used mainly affiliative, supportive and 
participative styles of leadership to create positive team relationships and productive 
teams. Leaders created with team members a shared project vision and empowered team 
members to: create detailed visions for their segments of the project, produce an 
integrated project vision with other team members and implement their portion of the 
project in coordination with other team members. 
Team Member 
Team members who were recruited and retained, as well as technical ability, possessed 
teaming and relationship capabilities to assist with team building. MPDs continually 
emphasised the need for team members to have teaming and relationship capabilities 
whereas the literature appeared to concentrate more on task determination methods and 
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team members having the technical capabilities to be allocated tasks. Leader and team 
members developed relationships within the organisation to ensure the project received 
support including the right staff when required. Relationship building between team 
members, and with the project leader, commenced early in the project with project 
planning that developed team member and team commitment, enthusiasm toward 
assignments, morale and ultimately effectiveness. By having team members 
understanding, the project leaders were able to empower them to make the majority of 
the decisions and communications throughout the project increasing team effectiveness. 
Team Support 
Project leaders by example and team members following their leader’s example 
developed strong supportive relationships with senior management, particularly the 
project sponsor, steering committee members and functional managers. These 
relationships strengthened the team’s effectiveness within the organisation and team 
member confidence with the project. The project communication plan helped to identify 
who should be communicated with and provided a consistent project message to gain 
project support. Informal relationships and meetings contributed significantly to the 
successful projects reviewed by creating the relationships required to obtain support 
from both within the organisation and with external providers. 
The final chapter will conclude the thesis by stating the research findings, identifying 
limitations of this research and provide recommendations for additional studies. 
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Chapter 6. Conclusion, Limitations and 
Recommendations 
This chapter sets out for each of the thesis objectives — the research findings, identifies 
further insights from the study, summarises the thesis conclusions, identifies limitations 
of the research and provides recommendations for further studies. 
This research aimed to increase the chances of success of IT business projects through 
the identification of the significant TBAs used on successful projects. A multitude of 
TBAs were proposed throughout the extensive literature on TBAs without any empirical 
evidence supporting their relative importance for project success or their use on 
successful projects. As identified by project managers, the most important team building 
activities for achieving customer satisfaction and effective people management are team 
leadership; ensuring senior management support, staffing the team properly, planning 
the project with the team and empowering team members, building commitment among 
team members, developing strong communication channels and developing appropriate 
organisational interfaces. The research identified how these TBAs were implemented on 
successful projects, using experienced project managers to determine the approach 
taken on successful projects. This was necessary as the literature provided a multitude 
of suggestions and ideas for implementing TBAs that were often different, contrasting 
and contradictory. 
The research also found that customer satisfaction was significantly more important for 
project success than the three measures most often used — time, budget and scope, 
particularly in project methodologies like PMBOK and Prince2. The findings indicated 
the importance of creating relationships to achieve effective people management and 
customer satisfaction rather than, as most project methodologies do focusing on task 
completion and internal measures of success. These methodologies will hopefully 
change over time to reflect the importance of creating productive relationships with the 
project’s customers. The following provides the research findings for each of the major 
steps taken in the study. 
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6.1 Project Success Measures 
The study sought to identify the key project success measures used on successful 
projects. Through a combination of relevant literature and findings from the study, a set 
of four key success measurers were identified. These measures are depicted in Figure 
30. Additional measures may be used on projects as the situation or customers demand. 
On-time
On-Budget Agreed Scope
Customer Satisfaction
 
Figure 30 Key Project Success Measures 
Drawing on the experience of MPDs, the study sought to determine the relative 
importance of key project success measures for project success. In determining the 
relative importance of success measures, the study sought also to answer the question of 
why some project success measures are more important than others. 
Through the use of AHP pairwise comparison completed by MPDs, the study found that 
customer satisfaction was the most important project success measure for IT business 
projects, as shown in Figure 31, even though most studies only focus on budget, scope 
and schedule. This finding brings into question all studies that considered only these 
three traditional measures in analysing project performance, particularly those with an 
IT focus. 
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Figure 31 Relative importance of project success measures for project success 
The importance of customer satisfaction was further explored in interviews with MPDs. 
Delivering the project on schedule, on budget with the agreed scope, while being 
sometimes being significant for project success, does not ensure customer satisfaction or 
project success in the opinion of MPDs, as shown in Figure 32. The green shaded area 
was considered successful by MPDs rather than the achievement of the three pillars 
shown on the right of the figure. Delivering the project while developing strong 
relationships with the customer can bring about project success. The findings suggest 
that project managers should develop strong relationships throughout the project to 
ensure project success rather than solely focus on achieving three pillars measures. How 
to develop strong relationships with project customers could be the starting point for 
further research into developing general success strategies for project managers. 
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Figure 32 Customer Satisfaction and Traditional Measurers 
People, Project and Organisation 
In order to identify the key team building factors, the study sought to identify which 
team building alternatives were being used to address the generic factors of people 
management, project design and definition and organisational support for achieving 
project success. To link generic factors to project success, the study sought to determine 
the relative importance of generic factors for achieving project success measures and 
why one generic factor is relatively more important than another for achieving project 
success. 
MPDs indicated the relative importance of generic factors for each project success 
measure considered in the study using AHP pairwise comparison; refer to Figure 33. 
While the literature appears to give equal importance to all three factors, MPDs 
indicated that people management, and project design and definition are more important 
for project success and that when poorly implemented they can lead to project failure. 
People management, and project design and definition are more directly within the 
control of the project manager while project managers must use their influence to gain 
organisational support. However, while projects can be completed with minimal 
organisational support, the more organisational support the better. 
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Figure 33 Generic Factors importance for Project Success 
The study using AHP determined the relative importance of each generic factor for 
customer satisfaction, as shown in Figure 34 Generic Factors’ Influence on Customer 
Satisfaction. For projects where customer satisfaction has a high priority MPDs 
indicated that people management was highly important because team members create 
and influence the customer’s view of the project. For projects with a focus on budget 
and scope, project design and definition has more of an impact while projects focused 
on schedule need to concentrate on all three generic factors. 
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Figure 34 Generic Factors’ Influence on Customer Satisfaction 
6.2 Team Building Activities 
Sixteen team building activities were identified from the literature for analysis as part of 
the study. The team building activities were based closely on Thamhain’s study of R&D 
new product development teams between 2000 and 2003. Thamhain’s guidelines for 
effective team management were originally described in 2004 (Thamhain 2004a, 2004b, 
2004c) and updated in later articles (Thamhain 2005, 2006). MPDs as part of the study 
confirmed the list of team building activities used on successful IT business projects; 
refer to Table 12. 
Table 12 Team Building Activities 
Team Building Activities Considered 
(in alphabetical order) 
Building a high performance project 
image 
Empowering team members 
Building commitment among team 
members 
Ensuring the support of senior 
management 
Conducting team building exercises and 
sessions 
Fostering a culture of continuous support 
and improvement 
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Team Building Activities Considered 
(in alphabetical order) 
Creating proper rewards for the team Managing dysfunctional conflict and 
problems in a timely manner 
Defining the team structure Planning the project with the team 
Defining the work structure Providing direction and leadership 
Developing appropriate organisational 
interfaces 
Staffing the team properly 
Developing strong communications 
channels 
Stimulating enthusiasm, excitement and 
professional interest among the team 
 
MPDs indicated the relative importance of team building activities for generic factors 
using AHP pairwise comparison. The eight most significant team building activities 
identified in the study are shown in Figure 35. These TBAs represent seventy five 
percent of the priority for project success based on MPDs opinions obtained using AHP. 
The importance of team building activities for generic factors, based on the analysis 
using AHP, should remain relatively static across IT business projects. Team leaders 
looking to either improve people management, project definition and organisational 
support can use this figure to identify a starting list of team building activities, e.g. to 
improve organisational support leaders should initially concentrate on the following 
TBAs: ensuring the support of senior management, developing appropriate 
organisational interfaces and providing direction and leadership, as shown Figure 35. 
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Figure 35 Team Building Activities relative importance for Generic Factors 
Key Team Building Activities 
Having established the relative importance of team building activities for generic 
factors, the study sought to create a similar link between team building activities and 
project success measures, and therefore project success. The study aimed to identify the 
most significant team building activities for project success, thereby reducing the need 
for project leaders to initially consider the numerous team building activities offered in 
the literature. 
The study used the hierarchical model developed, based on AHP, to link results 
obtained (for the relative importance project success measures to project success, 
generic factors to project success measures and team building actives to generic factors) 
to determined the relative importance of each team building activities for project 
success. The eight most significant team building activities identified for project success 
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by MPDs are listed in order of importance in Figure 36. The list provides a reduced 
number of team building activities, in comparison to the literature reviewed, for project 
management consideration as a starting place to improve teaming on their projects. The 
importance of team building activities will change when the importance of project 
success measures or generic factors differs from those suggested by MPDs as part of 
this study. 
0 25 50 75 100
Building commitment amongst team members
Developing organisational interfaces
Empowering team members
Developing strong communications channels
Planning the project with the team
Staff ing the team properly
Ensuring the support of  senior management
Providing direction and leadership
Key Team Building Activities
 
Figure 36 Key team building activities for project success 
6.3 Implementation of Key Team Building Activities 
Finally the study sought to enhance understanding regarding TBA implementation on 
projects by ascertaining from MPDs their experience on a successful project with 
implementation of each of the key team building activities. 
The study used interviews with MPDs to determine how key team building activities 
were implemented on successful projects in contrast to methods suggested in the 
literature. The team building activities explored are listed in Figure 36. MPDs interview 
responses were analysed using thematic analysis that resulted in team building activities 
being grouped under three themes — team leadership and direction, project team and 
team support. 
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Team Leadership and Direction 
In order to obtain further insight into the results obtained from MPDs, the study 
compared interview results with leadership theories identified in the literature including 
leadership traits, leadership grid, contingency theories, universal theories, situational 
theories, path-goal, leader emotional intelligence, transformational leadership, 
transactional leadership, leadership power and project management. Team leadership 
and direction was ranked the most important team building activity for successful 
projects, consistently by MPDs. Leaders of successful projects displayed a large 
repertoire of leadership skills which they supplemented, when deficient, by recruiting 
team members who employed the style the leader lacked. On the leadership grid 
managers focused on relationships to create success rather than concentrating on tasks. 
Leaders used affiliative, supportive and participative styles of leadership to create 
positive team relationships and productive customer relationships. The use of these 
leadership styles empowered team members, increasing their commitment and reducing 
the need for more directive styles of leadership. Leaders worked with team members to 
create a shared project vision while empowering team members to create the detailed 
vision for their projects and to implement the vision. The leader’s skills included the 
ability to communicate the shared project vision and project progress within the project 
and throughout the organisation to reduce anxiety and fear of the unknown that often 
leads to low commitment, poor project relations and therefore poor project team 
performance. The study found that leaders need to be experienced project managers 
with the ability to create strong productive relationships with team members and to 
empower team members to also create productive relationships both within the team and 
externally, rather than simply taking a task or transactional focus to project assignments, 
which is so often the focus of project management methodologies. 
Project Team 
As for any project, an effective project team is crucial to successful project 
performance. The sequences of recommendations for building the project team follows 
to some degree the chronological order of a typical project life cycle. They are: develop 
relationships within the organisation to ensure the project gets mature team members; 
recruit team members who have in addition to the technical abilities required, teaming 
capabilities and a relationship focus; obtain sufficient team members to be successful, 
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through developing strong relationships with senior management and external 
providers; involve the team in project planning as early as possible to build 
relationships, commitment, enthusiasm toward assignments, team morale and ultimately 
team effectiveness; empower the project team to make and communicate the majority of 
project decisions through providing the team access to the information or people 
required to make decisions; select a leadership style to suit the team member being 
utilised that builds commitment to project success. This will often be participative or 
supportive. 
Team Support 
Although projects can be completed with limited support from the organisation the more 
successful projects have strong support from senior management, stakeholders, 
customers and cross-functional business units. The project team must develop strong 
supportive relationships with senior management particularly the project sponsor, 
steering committee members and functional managers upon whom the project has 
dependencies. The project’s communication plan assists in identifying who should be 
communicated with and provides a consistent project message. Using the project team 
to communicate, particularly informally, can increase the breadth and effectiveness of 
communications. Both formal and informal communication methods must be used 
throughout the project, particularly in conversing with customers and interface partners 
to create effective relationships. 
6.4 Conclusion 
Most organisations want to increase the success rate of their projects. Improving the 
performance of team building activities has a direct impact on the likelihood of project 
success. The literature on team building suggests a maze of team building activities, far 
too many for any one project to implement. This leaves project leaders with an 
abundance of choices and no clear starting point. The present study links performed  
team building activities to achievement of project success measures, something often 
implied in the literature and seldom, if ever, proven. The study found that the most 
important project success measure for IT business project  — the types of projects being 
researched — was customer satisfaction with the project rather than achievement of the 
traditional project measures of on-budget, on-schedules or delivery of agreed scope. 
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Most literature concentrates on the traditional project measures but is silent on customer 
satisfaction. A benefit of the team building activities that focus on improving customer 
satisfaction is that they also favourably impact the traditional project success measures. 
For IT business projects the study also suggests the following recommendations. 
Achievement of customer satisfaction comes mostly from team building activities 
focused on people management in comparison to organisational support and project 
definition and design. The most important team building activities for people 
management are team leadership, senior management support and staffing the project 
properly. The team leadership styles of supportive, participative and affiliative will have 
the most positive impact on the project team. The use of these styles creates positive 
relationships with team members that will empower them and build their commitment to 
the project. In addition, the project team must develop strong relationships with senior 
management, customers and stakeholders to ensure support throughout the project life 
cycle. The project should focus on developing productive relationships and avoid taking 
a task-based approach to project completion. The project team must include team 
members with the technical capability to complete the project and more importantly the 
teaming capability to create the relationships required for the project to succeed. Team 
members with the ability to synergise with other parties involved in the project will lead 
to more effective communications and higher customer satisfaction. No one team 
building activity ensures project success but utilising the significant team building 
activities identified in this study will increase a team’s capability for success. Teams 
that fail to recognise customer satisfaction as a primary success measure and fail to 
create the relationships to achieve customer satisfaction will ultimately have few 
customers to recommend them and will obtain little work in a competitive market. 
6.5 Insight 
Flowing from the model developed, as part of the study (refer to Figure 37), project 
managers can work with project stakeholders to determine the importance of project 
success measures, at the beginning of the project and during the project. Team building 
activities on projects can then be selected to focus on achievement of a particular project 
success measure. The model can also be used during the project to identify team 
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building activities that could be used to address slippage against a project success 
measure. 
Team Building Factors
Successful Project
Project Success Measures
Project On 
Schedule
Project On 
Budget
Agreed 
Scope 
Delivered
Customer 
Satisfied 
 
- Build commitment - Build high performance image 
- Develop communications channels - Conduct team building sessions 
- Develop organisational interfaces  Create proper rewards system 
- Empower staff - Define team structure 
- Ensure senior management support - Define work structure 
- Plan the project with the team - Foster a culture of continuous 
support and improvement 
- Provide direction and leadership - Manage Conflict 
- Staff the team properly - Stimulate enthusiasm, excitement 
and professional interest 
Generic Factors
Organisational 
Support
Project Design 
and Definition
People 
Management
Goal
Objectives
Groupings
Alternatives
 
Figure 37 Team Building Hierarchy Model 
6.6 Study Limitations 
This study elicits the traditional concerns such as researcher bias, use of interview data, 
inability to generalise from such a study and the production of unmanageable data 
(Blaikie 2000). The approach taken of MPDs reflecting on successful projects offered 
little control over the environment that provided the real-world emphasis for studying 
results and findings. Researcher bias can affect the interpretation of all sources of 
evidence including interviews and questionnaires used in this study. The researcher’s 
responsibility is to report all evidence fairly and accurately. Yin (2003) points out the 
problems with interviews includes problems of bias, poor recall, and poor or inaccurate 
articulation. Yin suggests the use of multiple sources of information to corroborate 
interview data. Yin also advises that the use of multiple case studies is generalisable to 
theoretical replications, rather than the population or universe. Data can be 
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unmanageable when the association between data and findings becomes unclear or 
unknown. A chain of evidence should be created that links questions asked, data 
collected and conclusions drawn (Yin 2003). This study incorporated Yin’s 
recommendations for case study investigation to increase its quality. 
However, the study has a number of limitations including: 
• The study used MPDs and successful projects predominantly within Australia. 
The study approach used analytical generalisation rather than statistical 
generalisation. By reviewing multiple successful projects the external validity of 
the research increased. However, while team building activities used and 
methods of implementation appear to have a high level of replication on the 
successful projects studied this may not always be the case (Yin 2003). The 
perceptions of MPDs on successful projects may not be applicable to projects 
outside Australia or as strategies for projects already failing. 
• The study examines project success measures and team building activities 
currently used on successful projects. As business and IT evolves, the success 
measures and team building activities are also likely to evolve. 
• Findings are based on the perceptions of MPDs that have a similar qualification. 
Other groups of stakeholders involved with projects may have different 
perspectives and views of project success and team building activities that 
increase the likelihood of success. 
6.7 Recommendations for Further Research 
IT projects will continue to play an important role in organisations for many years to 
come. Project teams will continue to be the preferred method for delivery of projects. 
Increasing the success of projects in the ever-changing and demanding business world 
of IT will be a key objective of business managers and IT professionals. The study 
provides a number of opportunities for future research. 
Customer Satisfaction in other Projects 
The traditional measures are used throughout the project industry to measure success. 
These measures were proven to be substantially less important than customer 
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satisfaction for the projects reviewed. A review of different projects e.g. engineering 
and building projects on which much of the project literature is based could have a 
similar finding. 
Insights from Project Stakeholders 
A limitation of this study is that the findings are based on the perspectives of MPDs. 
These MPDs have backgrounds in common of working as IT business consultants and 
being accredited master project directors based on the PMBOC guidelines for managing 
projects. A study that solicits the views of other project stakeholders including 
customers and suppliers would help to highlight any additional areas of focus for project 
leaders. The project stakeholders’ views on success measures may be particularly 
interesting while team member views on team building activities and their effectiveness 
could also be interesting for project leaders. 
Range of Projects 
The study only looked at successful projects. The insights gained from this study could 
provide the basis for developing solid hypotheses that could be tested by looking at all 
projects or segments of projects, e.g. challenging projects or failed projects. The model 
developed for this study’s investigation could be used as a starting point to research the 
importance of project success measures and team building activities on a wider range of 
projects. 
Customer Satisfaction 
The focus on customer satisfaction in comparison to the traditional measures emerged 
as a key finding from the study. Further studies could establish more fully the meaning 
of customer satisfaction and methods project managers can use to ensure customer 
satisfaction with IT projects. 
Skills and Competencies Review 
An investigation into the actual skills and competencies required in order to execute a 
successful project including implementing the team building activities identified in this 
study, may provide useful insights for human resource management theory and practice. 
While many existing studies provide insight into skills and competencies for project 
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managers matching skills and competencies to the success measures and key team 
building activities that have emerged from this study could be beneficial. 
Project Leadership 
The importance of leadership identified in this study warrants further concentrated 
investigation in projects. Most of the studies drawn upon were from general 
management and although they appear to be relevant, additional studies could confirm, 
compare, contrast or augment findings. IT literature does not exhibit serious attempts to 
study leadership skills for managing IT projects even though the success of IT projects 
depends on leadership (Kuruppuarachchi 2001). The number one ranking of leadership 
and importance of leadership could be investigated with other groups involved in 
projects. This could provide confirmation of the ranking and provide a view of the more 
successful leadership techniques utilised. 
TBA Ranking 
The study determined the relative priority of TBAs, refer to Figure 19. A further study 
could investigate the reasons why MPDs indicated that some TBAs are more important 
than others. The study could also investigate the difference in ranking between the 
forum results and the survey results. 
Performance throughout the Project 
The study looked at successfully completed projects. The framework used in this thesis 
could provide the starting point for studying IT team performance during stages of the 
project life cycle, such as concept, feasibility study, requirements analysis, system 
design, systems development, systems installation and post-implementation review. The 
study could assist IT professionals to determine methods of addressing shortfalls in 
achieving project success measures during the project using team building activities. 
The difference between team performance and project performance could be 
investigated. In some ways they are aligned; however, conceptually, a team could be 
performing but the project still fail. Figure 38 shows the dimensions of project and team 
performance. A limitation of the study was the assumption that project performance and 
team performance were aligned and that a successful project has a good project team. 
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Figure 38 Project versus team performance 
Other research could look at performance measures that are applicable to project 
performance, team performance and both types of performance. The research could 
evaluate the interest of organisations and project managers in team performance versus 
project performance and ultimately project success. 
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Appendices   
Appendix A Abbreviations 
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Abbreviations 
ACM Association for Computing Machinery Inc.  
AHP Analytic Hierarchy Process 
AIPM Australian Institute of Project Management 
EC Expert Choice software 
IS Information Systems 
IT Information Technology 
LRS Linear Rating Scale 
MPD Master Project Director 
PMBOK Project Management Body of Knowledge 
PMI Project Management Institute 
RMIT Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology 
SGI Standish Group International 
TB Team Building 
TBA Team Building Activity 
 Team Building for Project Success 
Andrew Guiney    146 
Appendix B Glossary of Terms 
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Glossary of Terms 
Challenged Projects These are IT projects that are completed and operational, 
but exceed one or all of the Standish Group International 
success factors of on schedule, on budget and with all 
features and functions initially specified (Johnson et al. 
2001). 
Challenging Projects A project that is thirty per cent over budget, later than 
scheduled and delivers significantly less features and 
functionality than initially planned. 
Failing Project A Challenging Project prior to remedial actions being 
taken to turn the project into a success. 
Information Systems A general term to denote all the operations and procedures 
involved in a data processing system; i.e. including all 
clerical operations and communication methods used 
within the organisation concerned (Chandor, Graham & 
Williamson 1981). 
Information Technology Information technology. This term is used inter-changeably 
in literature with information systems. For the purpose of 
this paper there is no need to make a distinction and 
discussion of projects will cover both IS and IT projects. 
Politics Politics determines who gets what, when and how. Politics 
includes the actions taken to influence, or attempt to 
influence, the sharing of advantages and disadvantages 
within an organisation. (Robbins & Hunsaker 1996) 
Project Throughout the thesis unless otherwise stated refers to an 
information technology business project. The attributes of 
projects include single undertaking, non repeatable, unique 
purpose, defined start and finish, requiring staff from 
various areas (ie cross-functional), having a primary 
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sponsor or customer and undertaken to build an IT 
business solution (Barkley & Saylor 2001; Pinto 1998; 
Schwalbe 2002; Thamhain 2005).  
Project Management The application of knowledge, skills, tools and technology 
to project tasks to meet or exceed stakeholder needs and 
expectations (Barkley & Saylor 2001). 
Project Manager Throughout the thesis unless otherwise stated refers to an 
information technology project manager with primary 
responsibility for project delivery. The project manager 
applies knowledge, skills, tools, and techniques to deliver 
project requirements (PMI 2000; Schwalbe 2002). The 
project manager was sometimes called the project leader or 
just the leader during interviews with MPDs. The three 
terms have been used interchangeable throughout the 
thesis. 
Stakeholders The people who have an interest in the outcome of the 
project including end users, customers/clients, sponsors, 
external bodies (Briner, Hastings & Geddes 1999).  
Project Sponsor The person who initiates the project or the project leaders 
boss (Briner, Hastings & Geddes 1999). Often the 
chairman of the project steering committee. 
Team A group of people working towards a common goal, 
interdependent roles and complementary skills (Cockrell 
2001; Thite 2000). In this thesis the team is working on 
delivering a business information technology project. The 
project and the team has a limited life. The team needs to 
interact to provide the required deliverables. 
Interactive Teams Interactive teams need to coordinate to achieve success (eg 
football and basketball) while coacting teams act 
independently. 
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Project Manager 
Project Leader 
The two terms are used inter-changeable throughout the 
thesis unless a distinction is made. Some literature does 
discuss the difference between leaders and managers eg 
managers do the right thing and leaders do the right things 
(Einsiedel 1998). 
Traditional Project 
Measurers 
The traditional measurers of project success refer to, in this 
thesis, delivery of the project on time, within budget and 
with the agreed functionality. Often also, refer to as the 
three pillars. 
Project Steering 
Committee 
Often refer to as the Project Board in some methodologies 
including Prince2.(Bentley 1997). 
Team Building The process of taking a number of individuals with 
different needs, backgrounds, and expertise and converting 
them into a cohesive and effective team (Thamhain & 
Wilemon 1999). 
Generic Factors The generic factors are people management, project design 
and definition and organisation support. The term is 
defined further in Chapter 2 the Literature Review. 
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Appendix C Literature Search Results (Matrix) for Selecting TBA
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Team Building Activities 
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 Defining the team structure 5                   
 Continuous improvement culture 5                   
 Building project image 8                   
 Defining the work structure 10                X   
Stimulating enthusiasm 11           X        
 Creating proper rewards for the team 12         X      X X   
 Conducting team building 13         X        X  
 Manage conflict 17        X         X  
 Developing organizational interfaces 18       X  X X X X X X   X  
 Empowering team members 18  X     X X  X X X  X   X  
 Ensuring the support of senior management 20   X X      X   X     X 
 Developing strong communications channels 21       X X  X  X X X   X  
 Building commitment among team members 22  X        X X    X X X  
 Planning the project with the team 26 X   X      X X     X X  
 Providing direction and leadership 29 X X X       X   X     X 
 Staffing the team properly 34 X X X      X X  X  X X X X  
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Team Building Activities 
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 Providing direction and leadership        X X    X X X  X X  X 
 Staffing the team properly X   X  X  X X  X  X X X  X X X  
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Team Building Activities 
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 Defining the team structure     X  X X  X  X       
 Continuous improvement culture  X X      X   X X      
 Building project image  X X   X X X X X   X      
 Defining the work structure X X X   X X  X   X X  X    
Stimulating enthusiasm  X X X   X   X X        
 Creating proper rewards for the team  X X    X  X X   X  X    
 Conducting team building  X X   X X  X X X X X   X   
 Manage conflict X X X X   X  X X X X X      
 Developing organizational interfaces X X X    X  X X  X X  X    
 Empowering team members X          X X X X X X   
 Ensuring the support of senior management  X X  X X X X X X X  X     X 
 Developing strong communications channels X   X X  X  X X X X X  X    
 Building commitment among team members  X X  X  X X X X X X X X X X   
 Planning the project with the team  X X X  X X X X X X X X  X   X 
 Providing direction and leadership X X X X X X X X X X X X X   X  X 
 Staffing the team properly    X X X X  X X X X X X  X  X 
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Appendix D Methodology Steps Description 
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Methodology Steps Description 
Step Description 
Develop Thesis 
Objectives 
Developed thesis aim, objectives and questions, as 
documented in the introduction chapter. 
Reviewed Literature Reviewed literature on the topic using journal articles, 
current magazine articles, case studies, published 
questionnaire results, the internet, books and other relevant 
written sources, refer to Chapter 2. 
Developed 
Hierarchical Model 
Reviewed the analytic hierarchy process (AHP) literature. 
Decomposed thesis question into a number of questions and 
designed a hierarchical model to represent thesis questions 
based on Saaty’s recommended approach to AHP (Saaty 
2001), refer to Figure 14 Decision Hierarchy. 
Structured the literature review section of this thesis on the 
Team Building Hierarchy Model. 
Developed 
Questionnaire 
Created a questionnaire to enable research respondents to 
make judgements about the relative importance of each 
variable.  
Piloted draft questions with another work colleague who had 
project manager experience (industry supervisor) and thesis 
supervisor, refer to Appendix F. 
Invited MPDs to 
Forum 
Obtained list of AIPM accredited Master Project Directors. 
Invited first ten MPDs on list to a forum. Each MPD was 
sent an invitation to participate letter, refer to Appendix E. 
Held Forum MPDs attended forum along with industry and academic 
supervisors. The MPDs each completed a questionnaire and 
provided feedback over a two hour period. 
Updated hierarchical 
model 
Performed analysis of questionnaires and feedback using 
Expert Choice, SPSS and Excel. Expert Choice was used to 
analyse pairwise comparisons, SPSS was used to compare 
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LRS weightings (Pallant 2005) and excel was used to create 
the underlying database for creation of comparison of 
results, drawing of graphs and input into Expert Choice and 
SPSS. MPDs were provided with results via email; refer to 
0. 
Updated 
Questionnaire 
Updated questionnaire as a result of analysis performed by: 
• Adding sub-objective generic factors of 
organisational support, project design & definition 
and people management. 
• Reducing the need for participants to provide a 
weighting score for all 16 team building activities to 
rating only their top 6 team building activities. 
Refer to Appendix H for updated questionnaire. 
Contacted MPDs Successfully contacted 21 MPDs on list who agreed to 
complete study questionnaire. 
Distributed 
Questionnaire 
Distributed study questionnaire via emailed to 3 MPDs 
initially to confirm appropriateness of responses for further 
analysis and then emailed to a further 18 MPDs who 
completed the questionnaire. 
Performed Analysis Performed analysis of 31 questionnaires using Expert 
Choice, SPSS and Excel. The results of the forum were 
compared with those of the study questionnaire for 
consistency. 
Created Interview 
Questions 
Developed interview questions based on analysis of 
questionnaire results, refer to Appendix I. The interview 
questions covered all objectives, sub-objectives and the top 
8 team building activities due to interview time constraints, 
refer to Appendix J. 
Organised Interviews Organised interviews with 6 MPDs, who had completed the 
questionnaire to confirm analysis results and provide further 
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detail of results. 
Held Interviews Held focused interviews that lasted one to two hours. 
Performed Analysis Documented interviews and sent write-ups to MPDs for 
confirmation. Sorted write-ups by interview question and 
compared and contrasted MPDs answers. 
Created Results Created and documented research results and analysis in 
Chapter 4. 
Discussed TBAs Analysed MPDs interviews using thematic analysis.  
Compared and contrasted MPDs views on TBAs with the 
literature reviewed in Chapter 5. 
Developed 
Conclusions 
Developed conclusions to research objectives in Chapter 6. 
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Appendix E Invitation to Participate in a Research Project 
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Dear Sir or Madam: 
Invitation to Participate in a Research Project 
Project Information Statement 
Project Title: Team Building for Project Success 
Investigators: 
• Mr Andrew Guiney (Doctor of Business Administration student) 
• Professor Mike Berrell (Project Supervisor: Director Academic, Graduate 
School of Business, RMIT University, Tel. +(61 3) 9925 1594, 
mike.berrell@rmit.edu.au 
 
Who is involved in this research project?  Why is it being conducted? 
You are invited to participate in a research project being conducted by RMIT University 
This information sheet describes the project in straightforward language, or ‘plain 
English’. Please read this sheet carefully and be confident that you understand its 
contents before deciding whether to participate. If you have any questions about the 
project, please ask one of the investigators.  
I am working part-time on my thesis as part of completing a Doctor of Business 
Administration at RMIT University. The RMIT Human Research Ethics Committee has 
approved the project. My thesis supervisor is Professor Mike Berrell. 
Why have you been approached? 
As an experience project manager you are an excellent candidate to interview, as you 
have significant experience in the information technology project management field. 
You have been selected as a consultant or associate of SMS that is an accredited 
member of the Australian Institute of Project Managers.  
What is the project about?  What are the questions being addresses? 
My thesis is on Information Technology Project Management –Team Building for 
Project Success. The relationship between team building, project team performance and 
project success factors will be identified and explored from a project managers 
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perspective. I am anticipating performing 30 interviews to obtain the depth of 
information required.  
If I agree to participate, what will I be required to do? 
Each participant will be asked to participate in a one-hour interview. This could easily 
be completed during lunchtime or another time of your choice. The interview questions 
will focus on you describing your approach to team building, the impact of team 
building on team performance and the relationship between team performance and 
project success. 
What are my rights as a participant? 
As a participant you can withdraw from participation at any stage without prejudice and 
have any unprocessed data withdrawn and destroyed, provided it can be reliably 
identified, and provided that so doing does not increase the risk for the participant. The 
interviews will be audio taped to create an accurate database of information. You have 
the right to request that taping cease at any point during the interview. 
Who should I contact if I have any questions? 
Throughout the process you should feel free to raise any questions regarding the 
research or obtaining individual information concerning you either directly with my 
supervisor at RMIT – Mike Berrell Tel. (03) 9925 1594 or myself – Andrew Guiney 
mobile 0414 631 348. No participant personal information will be provided as part of 
any publication. Information collected as part of the thesis will be securely stored at 
RMIT University for five years after the completion of the project. 
What other issues should I be aware of before deciding whether to participate? 
I am not aware of any other ethical reasons you should be aware of before deciding to 
participate. 
To assist in the research please return the attached consent form. 
My hope is that my research will educate others on building a team for project success. I 
aim to raise the awareness of IT management and to encourage further research on the 
topic of IT project management. The results of the thesis maybe published particularly 
in professional project management publications. 
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Thank you, for considering this request. I hope to hear from you soon. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Andrew Guiney 
BBS, Grad. Dip. DP, MBIT, ACA 
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Appendix F Forum Questionnaire 
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Forum Questionnaire 
Section 1 Project Success Measures 
In terms of delivering a successful project, which of these factors is more important? 
• Project was on schedule 
• Project was on budget 
• Agreed scope of project was delivered 
• Customer was satisfied 
Judgement 1 
 
Project was 
 on schedule 
 
Project was 
 on budget 
|  | 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
                 
 
Judgement 2 
 
Project was 
 on schedule 
 
Agreed scope of  
project delivered 
|  | 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
                 
 
 Team Building for Project Success  
 
Andrew Guiney  164 
Judgement 3 
 
Project was 
 on schedule 
Customer was 
 satisfied 
|  | 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
                 
 
Judgement 4 
 
Project was 
 on budget 
 
Agreed scope of  
project delivered 
|  | 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
                 
 
Judgement 5 
 
Project was 
 on budget 
 
Customer was 
 satisfied 
|  | 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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Judgement 6 
 
Project delivered  
agreed scope 
 
Customer was 
 satisfied 
|  | 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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Section 2 Linear Rating Scale 
|                 |                  | 
|                 |                  | 
0    10      20      30  40    50      60      70       80      90    100 
Which factors below are likely to contribute to project success by delivering the 
Project on Budget? 
Rate the factors below in relation to one another. 
You must place at least one factor at the 100 point. 
TEAM BUILDING FACTORS 
A = Planning the project with the 
team 
I = Defining the team structure 
B = Defining the work structure J = Developing appropriate 
organizational interfaces 
C = Developing strong 
communications channels 
K = Staffing the team properly 
D = Building a high performance 
project image 
L = Building commitment among team 
members 
E = Creating proper rewards for the 
team 
M = Ensuring the support of senior 
management 
F = Stimulating enthusiasm, 
excitement and professional 
interest among the team 
N = Managing dysfunctional conflict and 
problems in a timely manner 
G = Conducting team building 
exercises and sessions 
O = Empowering team members 
H = Fostering a culture of 
continuous support and 
improvement 
P = Providing direction and leadership 
 Q = Other attribute 
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THE LINEAR RATING SCALE 
|                 |                  | 
|                 |                  | 
0    10      20      30  40    50      60      70       80      90    100 
Which factors below are likely to contribute to project success by delivering the 
Project on Schedule? 
Rate the factors below in relation to one another. 
You must place at least one factor at the 100 point. 
TEAM BUILDING FACTORS 
A = Planning the project with the 
team 
I = Defining the team structure 
B = Defining the work structure J = Developing appropriate 
organizational interfaces 
C = Developing strong 
communications channels 
K = Staffing the team properly 
D = Building a high performance 
project image 
L = Building commitment among team 
members 
E = Creating proper rewards for the 
team 
M = Ensuring the support of senior 
management 
F = Stimulating enthusiasm, 
excitement and professional 
interest among the team 
N = Managing dysfunctional conflict and 
problems in a timely manner 
G = Conducting team building 
exercises and sessions 
O = Empowering team members 
H = Fostering a culture of 
continuous support and 
improvement 
P = Providing direction and leadership 
 Q = Other attribute 
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THE LINEAR RATING SCALE 
|                 |                  | 
|                 |                  | 
0    10      20      30  40    50      60      70       80      90    100 
Which factors below are likely to contribute to project success by delivering a 
Project where the agreed scope was delivered? 
Rate the factors below in relation to one another. 
You must place at least one factor at the 100 point. 
TEAM BUILDING FACTORS 
A = Planning the project with the 
team 
I = Defining the team structure 
B = Defining the work structure J = Developing appropriate 
organizational interfaces 
C = Developing strong 
communications channels 
K = Staffing the team properly 
D = Building a high performance 
project image 
L = Building commitment among team 
members 
E = Creating proper rewards for the 
team 
M = Ensuring the support of senior 
management 
F = Stimulating enthusiasm, 
excitement and professional 
interest among the team 
N = Managing dysfunctional conflict and 
problems in a timely manner 
G = Conducting team building 
exercises and sessions 
O = Empowering team members 
H = Fostering a culture of 
continuous support and 
improvement 
P = Providing direction and leadership 
 Q = Other attribute 
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THE LINEAR RATING SCALE 
|                 |                  | 
|                 |                  | 
0    10      20      30  40    50      60      70       80      90    100 
Which factors below are likely to contribute to project success by delivering a 
Project where the Customers will be Satisfied? 
Rate the factors below in relation to one another. 
You must place at least one factor at the 100 point. 
TEAM BUILDING FACTORS 
A = Planning the project with the 
team 
I = Defining the team structure 
B = Defining the work structure J = Developing appropriate 
organizational interfaces 
C = Developing strong 
communications channels 
K = Staffing the team properly 
D = Building a high performance 
project image 
L = Building commitment among team 
members 
E = Creating proper rewards for the 
team 
M = Ensuring the support of senior 
management 
F = Stimulating enthusiasm, 
excitement and professional 
interest among the team 
N = Managing dysfunctional conflict and 
problems in a timely manner 
G = Conducting team building 
exercises and sessions 
O = Empowering team members 
H = Fostering a culture of 
continuous support and 
improvement 
P = Providing direction and leadership 
 Q = Other attribute 
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Appendix G Forum Results 
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Forum Results 
Introduction 
The forum was held with 11 AIPM accredited master project directors (MPDs). MPDs 
provide feedback on team building factors by voting. 
PMs did a pairwise comparison of project and team performance success factors. The 
success factors compared were: 
• Customer satisfaction 
• Project on budget 
• Project on schedule 
• Project delivered agreed scope. 
Pair wise Comparison of Success Factors 
Ob 1 Ob 2 Ob 3 Ob 4 Ob 5 Ob 6 Ob 7 Ob 8 Ob 9
Project on schedule -4 2 -5 0 -4 2 -3 -4 -5 Project on budget 2.33-        
Project on schedule 3 -4 9 3 -4 3 1 -5 -6 Project agreed scope delivered -          
Project on schedule 4 8 9 -5 4 6 2 2 8 Customer satisfaction 4.22        
Project on budget 3 -3 5 3 0 4 1 5 -8 Project agreed scope delivered 1.11        
Project on budget 3 8 5 -6 4 3.5 2 5 6 Customer satisfaction 3.39        
Project agreed scope delivered 0 8 5 -6 0 3 2 -3 7 Customer satisfaction 1.78        
 
Figure 39 Pairwise comparison of success factors – Forum Results 
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Team Building Factors Results 
Team Building Factor Maximum Total Ranking
Customer 
Ranking
Scope 
Ranking
Budget 
Ranking
Schedule 
Ranking
Providing direction and leadership 100 1 2 1 2 1
Defining the work structure 100 2 10 2 1 3
Staffing the team properly 100 3 4 6 5 4
Planning the project with the team 100 4 12 3 3 2
Developing strong communications channels 100 5 1 4 6 12
Ensuring the support of senior management 100 6 3 5 8 10
Defining the team structure 95 7 13 7 4 6
Managing dysfunctional conflict and problems in a 
timely manner 98 8 5 10 7 9
Empowering team members 100 9 11 9 11 5
Developing appropriate organizational interfaces 100 10 6 8 9 13
Fostering a culture of continuous support and 
improvement 85 11 8 12 10 11
Stimulating enthusiasm, excitement and 
professional interest among the team 90 12 7 14 12 8
Building commitment among team members 90 13 14 11 13 7
Building a high performance project image 95 14 9 15 15 15
Creating proper rewards for the team 90 15 16 13 14 14
Conducting team building exercises and sessions 96 16 15 16 16 16
Legend
Top Six
7 to 10
10 to 16
 
Figure 40 Team Building Factors – Forum Results 
The top team-building factors were selected based on the analysing the opinions gained 
from MPDs. Those selected for further analysis included: 
• All items that score the maximum value 
• All items ranked in the top 6 for all team performance and project success 
factors 
• Those with the top overall mean value and highest percentage of the overall 
vote. 
• Those most closely aligned to success factors through analysing box plots of 
results. 
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Team Building Factors Selected 
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Team Building Factors Not Selected 
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Project on budgetProject on scheduleAgreed scope deliveredCustomer Satisfaction
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Additional Team Building Factors Suggested 
MPDs attending the forum suggested four additional factors: 
• Iterative sign-off of deliverables by customer as the major influence of 
customer satisfaction.  
• Realistic Estimating as impacting all four-success factors but not the major 
influence. Realistic estimates are part of developing the project plan with the 
team and gaining their commitment The team includes stakeholder, contractors, 
support departments and management (Thamhain 2004a). 
• Visibility of cost to budget in timely manner to team as impact completing 
the project on budget.  
• Effective risk management as influencing the project being on budget and on 
schedule. 
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Appendix H Study Questionnaire 
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Hi, 
Thanks for doing the survey on Team Building for Project IT Success. Your answers 
can be typed directly into this word document and emailed back to me. To view the 
document correctly you must be in view print layout. 
Please think of a successful IT project that you have been involved with and use this 
experience in responding to the questions throughout this survey. 
Background to the survey 
The survey uses a hierarchical framework to analyses various aspects of project 
success. 
• At Level one of the hierarchy is the ultimate goal project success. 
• At Level two are four particular elements of a successful project. 
• At level three are generic factors that contribute to team building success in 
projects.  
 
In terms of success, at Level Two: 
• Project on schedule means that the project was completed within the agreed 
timeframe 
• Project on budget means that the project was delivered within the agreed budget 
• Project delivered agreed scope means that the customer agrees the project team 
delivered the outputs specified 
• Customer was satisfied means that stakeholders of the project were satisfied with 
the project team’s performance 
 
While many factors have been identified in the literature as influencing team building in 
projects (at Level Three above), in this survey these factors have been grouped as 
related mainly to: 
• People management factors include all factors related to creating and 
maintaining effective team members. 
• Project design and definition factors include all factors related to creating and 
maintaining a project environment supportive to the team. 
• Organisational support factors include all factors related to creating and 
maintaining organisational processes that support the project team. 
People Management
Project Definition
Organisational Support
Project on Schedule
People Management
Project Definition
Organisational Support
Project on Budget
People Management
Project Definition
Organisational Support
Project delivered agreed scope
People Management
Project Definition
Organisational Support
Customer was satisfied
Project Success
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Project Details 
 
Please indicate the appropriate response in the space provided. 
1.1 What was the project budget in dollars? ____________ 
1.2 What was the length of the project in years and/or months? ___yrs_____mths 
1.3 What type of development was the project? 
 Custom software development   (double click box to change to checked) 
 Package implementation  
 Other, please specify ___________________ 
1.4  Where was the project performed in Australia, please specify state(s)? 
 ________________________________________________________ 
1.5  Who did staff report directly to? 
 Project manager  
 Line manager   
 Both managers  
1.5 What was the project size? 
0-5 people  
 5-10 people   
 Greater than 10 people  
1.6 How many years of experience do you have as a Project Manager? 
0-5 year  
 5-10 years   
 Greater than 10 years  
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Pairwise Comparison of Success Factors 
In the survey, project success has been defined as: 
• Project on schedule 
• Project on budget 
• Project delivered agreed scope 
• Customer was satisfied 
 
We would now like you to make some pairwise judgements about the importance 
of theses four factors for project success. 
Pairwise judgements allow you to determine the relative importance of each of these 
factors. However, only two factors are considered at one time. 
An example of a pairwise judgement in terms of buying a car is set out below. 
Which is more important in making the purchase of a car – colour or size? 
 
Colour 
 
Size 
|  | 
I      X  I        I 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
If Colour is equally important as Size, select 1 
If Colour is weakly more important than Size, then select 3 on the Colour side 
If Size is weakly more important that Colour then select 3 on the Size side 
 
5 represents strongly more important  
7 represents very strongly more important  
9 represents absolutely more important  
2,4,6,8 are intermediate values 
 
The X entered in the example above shows that the survey respondent thinks Size is 
absolutely more important than Colour. 
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Pairwise Judgements Level 1 
In terms of delivering the project on schedule, which of these factors for 
the project in mind was more important? 
Judgement 1 
People Management 
 
Project definition 
|  | 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
                 
 
Judgement 2 
People Management Organisational Support 
|  | 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
                 
 
Judgement 3 
Project definition Organisational Support 
|  | 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
                 
 
 Team Building for Project Success  
 
Andrew Guiney  187 
In terms of delivering the project on budget, which of these factors was 
more important? 
Judgement 4 
People Management Project definition 
|  | 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
                 
 
Judgement 5 
People Management Organisational Support 
|  | 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
                 
 
Judgement 6 
Project definition Organisational Support 
|  | 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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In terms of agreed project scope delivered, which of these factors was 
more important? 
 
Judgement 7 
People Management Project definition 
|  | 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
                 
 
Judgement 8 
People Management Organisational Support 
|  | 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
                 
 
Judgement 9 
Project definition Organisational Support 
|  | 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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In terms of delivering customer satisfaction, which of these factors was 
more important? 
 
 
Judgement 10 
People Management Project definition 
|  | 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
                 
 
Judgement 11 
People Management Organisational Support 
|  | 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
                 
 
Judgement 12 
Project definition Organisational Support 
|  | 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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Pairwise Judgements Level 2  
In terms of your successful information technology project, which of 
these factors was more important to the overall outcome? 
• Project was on schedule 
• Project was on budget 
• Project delivered agreed scope 
• Customer was satisfied 
 
Judgement 13 
Project was on schedule Project was on budget 
|  | 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
                 
 
Judgement 14 
Project was on schedule Project delivered agreed scope 
|  | 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
                 
 
Judgement 15 
Project was on schedule Customer was satisfied 
|  | 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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Judgement 16 
Project was on budget Project delivered agreed scope 
|  | 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
                 
 
Judgement 17 
Project was on budget Customer was satisfied 
|  | 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
                 
Judgement 18 
Project delivered agreed scope Customer was satisfied 
|  | 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
                 
Team Building Factors Linear Rating 
 
From the literature reviewed and a forum held with ten project managers sixteen team 
building factors have been identified: 
• Building a high performance project image 
• Building commitment among team members 
• Conducting team building exercises and sessions 
• Creating proper rewards for the team 
• Defining the team structure 
• Defining the work structure 
• Developing appropriate organizational interfaces 
• Developing strong communications channels 
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• Empowering team members 
• Ensuring the support of senior management 
• Fostering a culture of continuous support and improvement 
• Managing dysfunctional conflict and problems in a timely manner 
• Planning the project with the team 
• Providing direction and leadership 
• Staffing the team properly 
• Stimulating enthusiasm, excitement and professional interest among the team 
 
We would now like you to identify the top 6 factors for each of the groupings used in 
the pairwise judgements namely: People management, Project design and definition and 
Organisational support. 
The most important factor must have a rating of 100. The other 5 factors are rated 
against this factor with a rating scale from 0 to 100. 
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An example of a linear comparison in terms of buying a car is set out below. The 
factors for selecting the style of car used are – Capacity, Planned usage, Head room, 
Number of seats, Legroom, Fuel economy, Safety, Purchase price, Cost of 
ownership. 
 
CAR SELECTION FACTORS RATING 
Capacity  
Planned usage 100 
Head room 60 
Number of seats 90 
Legroom  
Fuel economy 90 
Safety 99 
Purchase price  
Cost of ownership 50 
 
In the table above the ratings have been entered for the top 6 factors: 
• Planned usage is the most important factor 
• Safety is almost as important as planned usage 
• Fuel economy is 90% as important as planned usage 
• Number of seats is 90% as important as planned usage 
• Head room is 60% as important as planned usage 
• Cost of ownership is 50% as important as planned usage 
• Capacity, legroom and purchase price are not in the top 6 selection factors. 
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People Management 
Which factors below are likely to contribute to project success by assisting with People 
Management? 
People management factors include all factors related to creating and maintaining 
effective team members. 
Please rate the top 6 factors out of the 16 in the table below by entering a number in 
the rating column as per the example, above. 
TEAM BUILDING FACTORS RATING 
Building a high performance project image  
Planning the project with the team  
Defining the work structure  
Conducting team building exercises and sessions  
Creating proper rewards for the team  
Stimulating enthusiasm, excitement and professional interest among 
the team 
 
Fostering a culture of continuous support and improvement  
Developing strong communications channels  
Building commitment among team members  
Defining the team structure  
Developing appropriate organizational interfaces  
Empowering team members  
Ensuring the support of senior management  
Managing dysfunctional conflict and problems in a timely manner  
Providing direction and leadership  
Staffing the team properly  
 
Other Team Building Factors 
(Please list any other relevant team building factors and where it would rate in your top 
6) _____________________________________________________________ 
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Project Design and Definition 
Which factors below are likely to contribute to project success by assisting with Project 
Definition? 
Project design and definition factors include all factors related to creating and 
maintaining a project environment supportive to the team. 
Please rate the top 6 factors out of the 16 in the table below by entering a number in 
the rating column as per the example, above. 
TEAM BUILDING FACTORS RATING 
Building a high performance project image  
Building commitment among team members  
Conducting team building exercises and sessions  
Creating proper rewards for the team  
Defining the team structure  
Defining the work structure  
Developing appropriate organizational interfaces  
Developing strong communications channels  
Empowering team members  
Ensuring the support of senior management  
Fostering a culture of continuous support and improvement  
Managing dysfunctional conflict and problems in a timely manner  
Planning the project with the team  
Providing direction and leadership  
Staffing the team properly  
Stimulating enthusiasm, excitement and professional interest among 
the team 
 
 
Other Team Building Factors 
(Please list any other relevant team building factors and where it would rate in your top 
6) _____________________________________________________________ 
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Organisation Support 
Which factors below are likely to contribute to project success by assisting with 
Organisational Support? 
Organisational support factors include all factors related to creating and maintaining 
organisational processes that support the project team. 
Please rate the top 6 factors out of the 16 in the table below by entering a number in 
the rating column as per the example, above. 
TEAM BUILDING FACTORS RATING 
Stimulating enthusiasm, excitement and professional interest among 
the team 
 
Staffing the team properly  
Providing direction and leadership  
Planning the project with the team  
Managing dysfunctional conflict and problems in a timely manner  
Fostering a culture of continuous support and improvement  
Ensuring the support of senior management  
Empowering team members  
Developing strong communications channels  
Developing appropriate organizational interfaces  
Defining the work structure  
Defining the team structure  
Creating proper rewards for the team  
Conducting team building exercises and sessions  
Building commitment among team members  
Building a high performance project image  
 
Other Team Building Factors 
(Please list any other relevant team building factors and where it would rate in your top 
6) _____________________________________________________________ 
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Congratulations you have finished! 
 
Thank you for completing this survey. You can now save the survey and send it back to 
me mailto:aguiney@sms.com.au 
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Appendix I Survey Results Analysis 
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Survey Results 
Of the four elements of project success the following results were obtained: 
 
Element Total Result 
Customer satisfaction 49% 
Project on schedule 29% 
Project agreed scope delivered 14% 
Project on budget 9% 
 
Measurers of Project Success
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%
Customer satisfaction
Project on schedule
Project agreed scope
delivered
Project on budget
 
 
Customer satisfaction was the most important to the overall success of the project. 
The project being on schedule was important to the overall success of the project. 
The project delivering the agreed scope was least important. 
Delivering the project on budget appears not to have a significant impact on the overall 
success of the project when compared with the other 3 factors.  
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The generic factors affecting team building had the following overall results: 
 
Generic Factor Total Result 
Project Design and Definition 39% 
People Management 39% 
Organisational Support 22% 
 
 
Generic Factors
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%
Project Design and Definition
People Management
Organisational Support
 
 
It appears based on the overall results that: 
• Project Design and definition factors are most important 
• People management is important 
• Organisational support is least important compared to the other factors. 
 
Looking at generic factors by goal element sheds a slightly different light on the results. 
Remembering that Customer and Schedule are significantly more important than scope 
and budget, People Management and Project Design and Definition are almost equally 
important. People Management however is most important for Customer Satisfaction. 
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Generic Factor Customer Schedule Scope Budget Total 
Score 
Goal Element 49% 29% 14% 9%  
Project Design and Definition 31% 41% 60% 49% 39.3% 
People Management 49% 33% 20% 31% 39.0% 
Organisational Support  20% 26% 20% 20% 21.8% 
 
People Management however is most important for Customer Satisfaction. 
Weighted Generic Factors Customer Schedule Scope Budget Total 
Score 
Project Design and Definition 15% 12% 9% 4% 40%
People Management 24% 9% 3% 3% 39%
Organisational Support  10% 7% 3% 2% 21%
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Performance Sensitivity for nodes below: Goal: Project Success
.00
.10
.20
.30
.40
.50
.60
.70
.80
.90
.00
.10
.20
.30
.40
.50
.60
.70
Obj% Alt%
Organisation Support
People Management
Project Definition
Schedule (L: Budget (L: . Scope (L: .1 Customer sat OVERALL
Objectives Names
Schedule (L: Schedule (L: .285)
Budget (L: . Budget (L: .086)
Scope (L: .1 Scope (L: .143)
Customer sat Customer satisfaction (L: .486)
People Manag People Management
Project Defi Project Definition
Organisation Organisation Support
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The Team Building factors by Generic Factor results are: 
 Team Building Factor  Project 
Design and 
Definition 
Ranking  
People 
Management 
Ranking  
Organisational 
support 
Ranking  
Overall 
Ranking  
Number of 
Maximum 
Scores Š
100s  
1 Providing direction and leadership  15% 13% 14% 14% 
2 Ensuring the support of senior management  16% 9% 11% 12% 
3 Developing strong communications channels  11% 10% 10% 
4 Staffing the team p roperly  7% 12% 11% 10% 
5 Planning the project with the team  4% 9% 13% 9% 
6 Developing appropriate organizational interfaces  16% 8% 
7 Empowering team members  4% 11% 7% 
8 Building commitment amongst team members  4% 9% 6% 
9 Managing  dysfunctional conflict and problems in a timely manner  4% 5% 4% 5% 0 
10 Stimulating enthusiasm, excitement and professional interest amongst 
the team  
3% 8% 4% 5% 4 
11 Defining the work structure  4% 4% 8% 5% 2 
12 Defining the team structure  4% 3% 6% 4% 2 
13 Fostering a culture of continuous support and improvement  4% 1% 3% 3% 0 
14 Building a high performance project image  4% 3% 1% 2% 0 
15 Conducting team building exercises and sessions  0% 1% 1% 1% 0 
16 Creating proper rewards for the team  1% 0% 0% 0% 0 
 
 
Interestingly the top 3 are in the top five for all Generic Factors, namely: 
• Providing direction and leadership 
• Ensuring the support of senior management 
• Staffing the team properly 
 
The most important factors were those that had an average score across all surveys of 
greater than 50. 
 
For Organisational Support the following team building factors are most important 
compared to the others: 
• Ensuring the support of senior management 
• Developing appropriate organizational interfaces 
• Providing direction and leadership 
• Developing strong communications channels 
 
For People Management the following team building factors are most important 
compared to the others: 
• Providing direction and leadership 
• Staffing the team properly 
• Empowering team members 
 
For Project Design and Definition the following team building factors are most 
important compared to the others: 
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• Providing direction and leadership 
• Planning the project with the team 
• Staffing the team properly 
• Ensuring the support of senior management 
 
Overall the following team building factors are most important compared to the others: 
• Providing direction and leadership 
• Ensuring the support of senior management 
 
For the interviews the top five from each generic factor have been selected. This gives a 
combined group of 8 team building factors to be discussed during the interview.  
 Team Building for Project Success  
 
Andrew Guiney  205 
 
Appendix J Interview Questions 
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Interview Questions 
Questions Answers 
1) Describe your successful business IT project? 
 
2) Customer Satisfaction has many definitions. 
What does it mean for you? 
 
3) Customer Satisfaction for successful business IT 
projects is more important than the other more 
traditional project measurers, why? 
 
4) People Management with Project Design and 
Definition for successful business IT projects are 
more important than Organisational Support, 
why? 
 
5) People Management is most important for 
Customer Satisfaction, why? 
 
6) The following 8 factors have been identified as 
important for building a successful business IT 
project team. How do you as an experienced and 
successful project manager: 
 
a) Provide direction and leadership 
 
b) Ensure the support of senior management 
 
c) Staff the team properly 
 
d) Develop strong communications channels 
 
e) Plan the project with the team 
 
f) Develop appropriate organizational interfaces 
 
g) Empower team members 
 
h) Build commitment among team members 
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